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ADVERTISEMENT.

Tue present work, both in its Sanskrit portion and in its
English, is an amended reprint of three volumes,' pub-
lished in India, which have already become very scarce.
An abridged form of those volumes,® which subsequently

1 Their titles hero follow :

“The Aphorisms of the Sinkhya Philosophy of Kapila, with
Tllustrative Extracts from the Commentaries. [Book I.] Printed for
the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. Allahabad :
Printed at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup't.
1852."

“The Aphorisms of the Sinkhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with
Ilustrative Extracts from thé Commentary. Books IL, IIL, & IV.
In Sanskrit and English, . Printed for tho use of the Benares
College, by order of Govt. N. W.P. (Ist Edition, 550 Copics :=—
Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed at the Presbyterian Mission
Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Superintendent. 1854

“The Aplorisms of the Sinkhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with
Tllustrative Extracts from the Commentary by Vijnina-Bhikshu.
Books V. & VI. Sanskrit and English. Translated by James
R. Ballantyne, LL.D., Prmclpal of the Govt. College, Benares.
Printed for the use of tho Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. I’.
(1st Edition, 560 Cupics :—Irice 12 annas)) Allahabad: DPrinted
at the Presbyterian Mission Press.  Rev. L. G. 1y, Sup'¢. 1856.”

? Qccupying Fasciculi 32 and 81 of the New Series of the Biblio-
theea Indica, issued in 1862 and 1865. The proof-sheets of only
32 pages of the whole, from the beginning, were read by Dr. Bal-
lantyne; the rest, by Professor Cowell.

The titls of the abridged form runs: “The Sinkhya Aphorisms
of Kapila, with Extracts from Vijnana Bhiks[h]u’s Commentary,” &c.
But this is a misrepresentation, as regards Book I., which takes up
63 pages out of tho total of 175. The expository matter in that
Book is derived, very largely, from other commentators than Vijnéna.



v ADVERTISEMENT,

appeared, contains nothing of the Sanskrit original but
the Aphorisms.

While, in the following pages, all the corrections
obtainable from the abridgment have been turned to
account, an immense number of improved readings have
been taken from another sourco. Threo several times I
carefully read Dr. Balluntyne’s translation in as many
different copios of it; entering suggestions, in the second
copy, without referenco to those which had been cntered
in tho first, and similarly making independent sug-
gestions in my third copy. All these' were, on various
occasions, submitted to Dr. Bullantyne ; and such of them
as did not meet his approval wero crossed through. The
residue, many more than a thousand, have becn embodied

Vedénti Mahddeva mainly supplies it at the outsct, and, towards
the end, well nigh exclusively, Aniruddha, Some share of it, however,
will not be traced ; it having been furnished by one of Dr. Ballantyne’s
pandits, whom I have repeatedly seen in the very act, us by his own
acknowledgment, of preparing his elucidations,

! Many of them, cspecially in Books I1.—VI., rest on readings
of the original preferable to those which had been accepted.

Though not fully published till 1856, my edition of the Sdnkkya-
pravachana-bhdshya, its preface alone excepted, was in print as early
as 1853; and Dr. Ballantyne had a copy of it. A few arbitrarily
chosen words apart, his text, after Book I., is borrowed from it
throughout, but with no mention of the fact. My udvice was unhceded,
that he should profit by the copious emendations which I had amassed
and digested from better manuscripts than those to which I at first
had access. Greatly to bis disservice, he would not be induced even
to look at them. It faring the same with my typographical cor-
1ections, he has, here and there, reproduced errors, more or less gross,
which might easily have been avoided. See, for specimens, pp. 197,
288, 357, 373, 374, 381, 399,
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in the ensuing sheets, but are not indicated,' as succes-
sively introduced. The renderings proposed in the foot-
notes are, for the most part, from among those which have
recently occurred to me as eligible.

That Dr. Ballantyne had any thought of reissuing, in
whatever form, the volumes mentioned at the beginning
of this Advertisement, I was unaware, till some years
after he had made over the abridgment of them to
Professor Cowell, for publication.” Otherwise, I should
have placed at his disposal the materials towards improve-
ment of his sccond edition, which, at the cost of no slight
drudgery, are here made available.

The Sinkhya Aphorisms, in all the known com-
mentaries on them, are exhibited word for word. The
variants, now given, of tho Aphorisms, afforded by acces-
sible productions of that character, have been drawn from
tho works, of which only one has yet been printed, about
to be specified :*

L. The Santhya-pravachana-bkhdshya, by Vijndna Bhikshu.
Revelant particulars I have given elsewhere. My oldest
MS. of it was transeribed in 1654.

! Nor has attention been topically directed to sundry blemishes of
idiom which have been removed ; as, for example, by the substitution
of “ unless’ for ‘without,’ of *in time’ for ¢ through time,” of ‘presently’
for *just,’ and of ‘ between the two ’ for  between both.’

% “At the time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Ballantyne
left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the Sinkhya
Aphorisms.” “ Notice,” in the Bibliotheca Indica, New Serics, No. 81,

3 For details respecting these commentaries and their authors, see
my Contribution towards an Inder to the Bibliography of the
Lndian Philosophical Systems, or my Preface to the Sdnkhya-sdra.
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II. The Kdpila - sinkhya - pravackana - sitra-vritti, by
Aniruddha. Of this I have consulted, besides a MS.
copied in 1818, formerly the property of Dr. Ballantyne,
one which I procured to be copied, in 1855, from an old
MS. without date.!

IIT. The Laghu-sankkya-sitra~vritti, by Nagesa. Of
this I have two MSS., both undated. One of them is
entire ; but the other is defective by the threc first Books.

IV. The Sankhya-pravachana-sitra-vritti-sira, by Ve-
dénti Mahddeva. IHere, again, only one of two MSS.
which T possess is complete. The other, which breaks off
in the midst of the comment on Book II., Aph. 15, is, in
places, freely interpolated from No. I. Neither of them
has a date.

Nearly all my longer annotations, and some of the
shorter, were scrutinized, while in the rough, by.the
learned Professor Cowell, but for whose scarching eriti-
cisms, which cannot be valued too highly, they would, in
several instances, have been far less accurate than they
now are.

I L

MARrLESFORD, SUFFOLK,
Aug. 28, 1884.

! I once had a sccond copy of this very rare work, bcm‘iﬁé no date,
but most venerable in appearance. Like many of my manuscript
treasures, it was lent, and never found its way back to me.



PREFACE.

Tue great body of Hindu Philosophy is based upon six
sets of very concise Aphorisms, Without a commentary,
the Aphorisms are scarccly intelligible; they being
designed, not so much to communicate the doctrine of
the particular school, as to aid, by the bricfest possible
suggestions, the memory of him to whom the doctrine
shall havo been already communicated. To this end they
are admirably adapted; and, this being their end, the
obscurity which must nceds attach to them, in the eyes
of the uninstructed, is not chargeable upon them as a
fault.

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be
an accurate translation of the Aphorisms, with so much
of gloss as may be required to render them intelligible.
A class of pandits in the Benares Sanskrit College having
been induced to learn English, it is contemplated that a
verslon of the Aphorisms, brought out in successive
portions, shall be submitted to the criticism of thesc men,
and, through them, of other learned Brihmans, so that
any errors in the version may have the best chance of
being discovered and rectificd. The employment of such
a version as a class-book is designed to subserve, further,
the attempt to determine accurately the aspect of the
philosophical terminology of the East, as regards that of
the West.

These pages, now submitted to the criticism of the
pandits who read English, are to be regarded as proof-
sheots n\s’a‘iting correction. They invite discussion.

J. R. B,
Benarks CoLLEGE,

5th Junuary, 1852.






THE

SANKHYA APHORISMS

OF

KAPILA.

BOOK TI.

a. Salutation to the illustrious sage, Kapila!!

b. Well, the great sage, Kapila, desirous of raising the
world [from the Slough of Despond in which he found it
sunk], perceiving that the knowledge of the excellence of
any fruit, through the desire [which this excites] for the
fruit, is a cause of people’s betaking themselves to the
means [adapted to the attainment of the fruit], declares
[as follows] the excellence of the fruit [which he would
urge our striving to obtain]:?

we fafaugemsfrafaamgema:ia

Aph. 1. Well, the complete cessation
of pain [which is] of three kinds is the
complete end of man.

' wftafusama a9 0

' ww wigfefideafa: sfas: wwar-
AN FABTEI AYARFAT HTUR
TITRATRAATE |

The subject proposed.
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THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. The word ‘well’ serves as a benediction ;' [the
particle «tha being regarded as an auspicious one].

b. By saying that the complete cessation of pain, which
is of three kinds,—viz,, (1) due to one’s self (idhyitmika),
(2) due to products of the clements (ddhibhautika), and
(3) due to supernatural causes (didhidaivika),—is the com-
plete end of man, he means to say that it is the chicf end
of man, among the four human aims, [viz., merit, wealth,
pleasure, and liberation (sce Séhitya-darpana§2)];* because
the three are transitory, whereas liberation is nof transi-
tory : such is the state of the case.

A questionletiertie € But then, Iet‘ it be that the above-
end may wot be attemed  entioned cessation [of all the three
by ordunary means. kinds of pain] is the complete end of
man ; still, what reason is there for betaking one’s self to a
doctrinal system which is the cause of a knowledge of the
truth, in the shape of the knowledge of the difference
between Nature and Soul, when there are easy remcdies
for bodily pains, viz., drugs, &c., and remedies for mental
pains, viz., beautiful women and delicate food, &e., and
remedies for pains due to products of the elements, viz.,
the residing in impregnable localities, &c., as is enjoined
in the institutes of polity, and remedics for pains due to
supernatural causes, viz., gews [such as possess marvellous
prophylactic properties], and spells, and herbs of mighty

' WY TR AFATG: |

* fafaumraifmatiifasf v fase-
T Ry g ey u-
RUNY A A TR TREAAT {T-
ArArRETEfafefa w0



BOOK 1., APH. 2. 3

power, &c.; and when [on the other hand], since it is hard
to get one to grapple with that very difficult knowledge
of truth which can be perfected only by the toil of many
successive births, it must be still more hard to get one to
betake himself to the doctrinal system [which treats of the
knowledge in question]? Therefore [i.c., sceing that this
may be asked] he declares [as follows] :!

7 gerRfmfefagaragafaetardi 2 |

Aph. 2. The effectuation of this [com-

The end is not fo be  plete cessation of pain] is not [to be

:',,’,Lﬁ’,,';‘d by ordinury expected] by means of the visible [such

as wealth, &c.]; for we see [on the

loss of wealth, &c.,] the restoration [of the misery and
evil,] after [its temporary] ccssation.

! Fag Ry gETnaEie a9
R IERIREGRICEE DI
@ IRgRfAadmARTETd AT AAE-
TefagasEl aEtfaemrdaarfusta.
FgRfaadai Afqurrafeefaraa-
ARty efaadaEt #
fonmRTEEAT gRqwt RFATATE-
YOUATEATS  ESAsfagER HgagH-
R TTEHIRGTATTETET STE N

*Instead of To{FR:, the reading of Aniruddha, and of most
MSS,, Vijuina hos, to the same effect, fag% Ed.




4 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. ‘The visible,” in the shape of the drugs, &e., above-
mentioned! [§ 1. c.].

b. “ The effectuation of this,’ i.¢., the effectuation of the
complete cessation of pain.?

¢. Why is it not [to be thus effected]? Because, after
the cessation (the cessation of pain is understood), we see
its restoration, the springing up again of pain in general,®
[from whichever of its three sources (§ 1. 4.)].

d. The state of the matter is this: not by the expedients
above-mentioned is there such a removal of pain, that no
pain arises thereafter; for, when, by this or that expedient,
this or that pain has been destroyed, we sec other pains
springing up. Therefore, though it be nof easy [§1. ¢.],
the knowledge of truth [as a complete remedy] fs to be
desired.*

e. But then, grant that fufure pein is not debarred by
drugs, &c., [employed to remove present pain], still, by

‘avafa F@ 1 ARG EfrgREr-
fafs et AT TRER-
!

‘s Wt Areemad e fatate
gufrgfeiafa qagmawegay Avsfy
FRRUAAERAT | AEATCHIASTY T
ANHRYqEAfq |
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again and again obviating it [as often as it presents itself],
there may be the cessation of fufure pain, also. This doubt
he states [as follows] :!

RIS G EIICE R RIE R LRI LS
HTEEA N 3 )

T oursion whetie Aph. 3. [Let us consider the doubt]
e oo o e that the soul’s desire [the cessation of
tuned by the recurrent  pain may result] from exertions for
use of ordinary means. Y. . N

the obviation [of pain], as is the case
with the obviation of daily hunger.

a. When pain shall arise [let us suppose one to argue],
then it is to be obviated ; and thus there is the soul’s
- desire, the cessation of pain; just as one should eat, when
there is hunger; and thus there is the soul’s desire of the
cater, viz., the cessation of hunger. In regard to this
[doubt] he states the recognized decision :*

a&rﬁwﬂwﬁsﬁ\mmmﬁma ARTT-
FTA: U B0

' ARty af e
fu ua' T HatEaEd q Aifagafas:
farcf wfiefy T |

Y GEATRA qe amfdwds qar
b gtaﬁrz[f‘a. TN 9T T FIT AT-
::: TSR afaqf%t eaTd Tt frr-

al

$ The more ordinary reading of MSS,, and that of Aniruddha, is
HATO, *excellence, not FTAT?? with Vijnéna, FEd,
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) Aph. 4. This [method of palliatives

g 99 Y 3Y7 48 £ be rejected by those who are

versed in evidence; because it is not

everywhere possible [to employ it at all], and because, even

if this were possible, there would be an impossibility as

regards [ensuring] the perfect fitness [of the agents
employed].

a. For there are not physicians, &e., in every place and
at alltimes; and [to rely on physicians, &c., would not be
advisable], even if there were the possibility,—i.e., even if
these were [always at hand], since physicians are not per-
Jeet [in their art] ;—for pain cannot with certainty be got
rid of by means of physicians, &ec., with their drugs, &c.
Moreover, when corporeal pain has departed, there may
still be that which is mental, &ec.; so that there is not
[under such circumstances], in every respect, liberation
from pain. For these reasons, such a soul’s aim [as that
which contents itsclf with temporary palliatives] is to be
rejected by those who are versed in evidence,' [i.e., whe are
acquainted with authoritative treatises].

6. He mentions another proof* [of his assertion] :

' Afy wifeR wiftrns Famew:
afa easty wsasfa Jandat gammEn-
sfe Janfefraamaimnfen g& e
Twd | f ¥ TR ArAaRE
&3 Ifa 7 sawr gEifeaE | gEnm-
ATUEER T AR ¥ o

| THRTATE I
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IrRETETT ATERR WATRREE: I U

Aph. 5. Also [an inferior method

faf;;lrl’f;’;']"l:v:gzwm ought not to be adoptet.l,] botfausc of

the preeminence of Liberation [as

proved] by the text [of Scripture declaratory] of its pre-
eminence above all else.

a. One ought not to endeavour after the removal of this
or that puin by these and those expedients [§ 1. ¢.] ; since
Liberation (moksha), by being eternal, is transcendent as
a remover of all pains.  Moreover, one ought to endeavour
only after the knowledge of truth, which is the meuns
thereof [i.c., of Liberation] ; because the Scripture tells
its pre-cminence above all [other objects of endcavour], in
the text: ¢ There is nothing beyond the gaining of Soul,'
[with the utter exclusion of pain].’

0. But then [it may be suggested], when you say /ibera-
tion, we understand you to mean from londage. And is
that bondage essential ? Or is it adventitious? In the
former case, it is incapable of destruction ; if it come under
the latter head, it will perish of itself, [like any other
adventitious and, therefore, transitory thing]. What
have we to do with your ‘knowledge of truth,” then? To
this he replies [as follows] :*

' 7 TR RIBE Afqa Avey
frama aagRTSTERURATRITG | WIH-
s | faga =fa aamagatu qm-
YA TEE T Afqaaa |

' A7 ATy TI® Tl wdtad | | 9
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SfaATT=RIIT 0 &0

Aph. 6. And there is no difference

Andjection mel.  potween the two

a. There is no difference in the applicability of libera-
tion, on either of the suppositions, that the bondage is
essential, and that it is adventitious, [supposing it were
either (see § 19.4.)]. That is to say, we can tell both
how the bondage takes place, and how the liberation takes
place.!

b. Now, with the view of demonstrating [the real nature
of ] Bondage and Liberation, he declares, exclusively, in
the first place, the objections to Bondage’s being essential ®

[§5.8.]:
q @ATIAT TR ATETYATIR R AR 19 1

Liberatun must  be Aph. 7. There would be no rule in

povable; che the means e enjoining of means for the libera-

Joined. tion of one bound essentially.

v f& gnnfas Sam<s: | S A-
TATNSH IFEd TR a?qfa ] T
ARG WE
' AN @R A THTS-

STuregRsfans: | Ut qETIuRan
< ATER @91 99 I TFA TG

' WY FRHATHATRUIAGART qrareT-
wifssm ave gourne |
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a. Since Liberation has been stated [§ 1] to result from
the complete cessation of pain, [it follows that] Bondage
is the junction of pain; and this is not essentia/ in man.
For, if that were the case, then there would be no rule,
i.e., no fitness, in the Scriptural or legal injunection of
means for liberation : such is what must be supplied, [to
complete the aphorism]. Because, to explain our mean-
ing [by an illustration], fire cannot be liberated from its
heat, which is essential to it; since that which is essential
exists as long as the substance exists.!

b. And it has been declared in the Divine Song [the
Tswara-gita,] : “If the soul were essentially foul, or im-
pure, or changeable, then its liberation could not take
place even through hundreds of successive births.”

¢. [Since some one may be disposed to say] ¢ Grant that
there is no fitness [in the Scriptural and legal injunctions,
(§ 7. a.)], what have we to do with tka¢?’ Therefore he
declares [as follows] :*

' FEEA(AAATEETENT GEAPT: |
L treﬁ A/ @rarfas: | qur &@fa Arg
WTYATIRNE AT ¥Tae 9 fafurers
A weq fa ww 1 |/ @ Gﬂmfaaﬁm-
S TRATE: mafa WHIaHE JTagaT-
ﬁatﬁfa

‘I™ wtrﬁmmm JITAT AfSAT
S| faard e | dfe a®
wIfRFATRTTATA T

} WaRAET fRRaTEadEd e |
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LS RIESICLUECICEE TSI
ATWH I b0

Aph. 8. Since an essential nature
Scripture would be . . ishabl g
nugatory, if pain were 18 1mperishable, unauthoritativeness,
inevitable. betokened by impracticableness, [ would
be chargeable against the Scripture, if pain were essential
to Lumanity].

a. That is to say : since the cssential nature of anything
is imperishable, 1. ., endures as long as the thing itself,
it would follow [on the supposition that pain is essential
to humanity], that, since Liberation is empossible, the
Scripture which enjoins the means for its attainment is a
false authority, inasmuch as it is impracticable! [in its
injunctions. And this is out of the question; Scripture
being assumed, here, as in all the others of the six systems,
to be an exact measure of truth].

. But then [some onc may say], let it be an injuﬁction
[to use means for the attainment of an unattainable
object], on the mere strength of Scripture;? [and, since
Scripture is an unquestionable authority, we may be ex-
cused from asking or answering the question, why the
injunection is given]. To this he replies [as follows] :

arTaenfafurafeRsagadm: 1 e

' ENTARITAOT JRRITa gt A AT
WA AETURTIR T A AR TR UH-
AT wrfem: |

* 9 faamreaTgeTE |rewrE o
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An impracticable in- Aph. 9. There is no rule, where
Junction 1s no rule. . . . . . e
something  impossible is enjoined :
though it de enjoined, it is no injunction.

a. There can be no fitness, or propriety, in an injunc-
tion with a view to an impossible fruit ; seeing that, though
something be enjoined, or ordered [to be effected] by
means that are impracticable, this is no injunction at all,
but only the semblance of an injunction; because it stands
to reason, that not even the Veda can make one see sense
in an absurdity : such is the meaning.’

6. Here he comes upon a doubt :2

THULIIAALA |l 90 |

A doubt twhether the Aﬁll' 10. If Lsome one suys] as in

zﬂlwl te not remor-  the case of whlte‘ cloth, or of a s.ced,

[something essential may be not irre-

movable, then he will find his answer in the next
aphorism].

a. But then [the doubter is supposed to argue], the
destruction even of what is essential [in spite of what is
stated under § 7] #s scen; as, for example, the essential
whitceness of white cloth is removed by dyeing, and the
essential power of germination in a seed is removed by

' mwwg seraene fafirerE |
wiafq aq wufee fafgasamwrua«i-
YW ug 7 wafq f& quannig va arfu-
andy st 7 Fruadifa Amarfew: o

' |{Y wEd |
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fire. Therefore, according to the analogy of the white
cloth and the seed, it is possible that there should be the
removal of the bondage of the soul, even though it were
essential. So, too, there may be [without any impropriety]
the enjoinment of the means thereof. Well, /f [any one
argues thus], such is the meaning! [of the aphorism, to
which he proceeds to reply].

0. He declares® [the real state of the case, with reference
to the doubt just raised] :

TR TR ATTFTILN: I 99 |

Decision that an es- Aph. 11. Since both pcrcept?bleness
sential propertymay be  gnd [subsequent] non-perceptibleness
hidden, but not removed. . .

may belong to some power [which is
indestructible], it is not something impracticable that is
enjoined, [when one is directed to render some inde-
structible power imperceptible].

a. In regard even to the two examples above-mentioned
[§ 10], people do not give an injunction for [the positive
destruction of ] something cssential, which is indestructible
[§8]. Why [do we say this] ? Because, in these two

| A9 ST ARETEATAT 3I9A T97 T
T WIS TR WU 91 9
dftvm  Eenfawgafsfamu-tag |
wa: TFTeFEiwae @efasafy -
WU TER S | et qmTyar
wew: wnfefa <fe: o

* HTYR |
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instances of the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of
& power [the powers, namely, of appearing white and of
germinating (see § 10. a.)], there are merely the manifes-
tation and [afterwards] the Aiding of the whiteness, &c.,
but not the remoral of the whiteness, or of the power of
germination ; because, that is to say, the whiteness of the
dyed cloth and the germinating power of the roasted
seed can again be brought out by the processes of the
bleacher, &e., [in the case of the dyed cloth], and by the
will of the Yogi, [the possessor of supernatural powers, in
the case of the roasted seed], &c.!

6. Having thus disproved the notion that bondage is
essential [to man], wishing to disprove also the notion
that it is the result of somo [adherent] cause, he rejects
the [various supposable] causes, viz., Time, &c.:*

' SHCTTHANANNTE ST A FHATY-
T A A wafa ) gm0 wwE-
ARANGT TETRA WFARUTAATATATAT-
HTHIAT A MRTGTTREII: |
mm&mmﬁmwfzfm THRURHE-
Rz o= m@mgtwwﬁmmfda
LICH

' oo F wwafaas froge wfafe-
iy fauaftafafrnta sedfa fA-
Taufa |
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A FrearTar afas fAgs a9d-
FRTA N R N

5 . .
Tume, which applics .Aﬁfl- 12, Not from connexion with
to all, caunot be the cawe— ¢ime [does bondage befall the soul];
of the bonduye of a part. . .
because this, all-pervading and cter-
nal, is [eternally] associated with «//, [and not with those
alone who are in bondage].

a. The bondage of man is not causcd by #ime; because
[if that were the case,] there could be no such separation
as that of the liberated and unliberated ; because time, which
applies to everything, and is cternal, is at all times asso-
ciated with all men,' [and must, therefore, bring «l/ into
bondage, if any].

7 STANTATSATAT I 431

Aph. 13. Nor [does bondage arise]
Pluce, for the same £ N Lt ith wlace. cith f
reaom, cumnot. be fie  from connexion with place, cither, for
caus. the same [reason].

a. That is to say: bondage does not arise from con-
nexion with place.  Why ? “For the same reason,’ i.e., for
that stated in the preceding aphorism, viz., that, since it
[viz., place] is connceted with «/Z men, whether liberated

‘A wefafaTs: gROe I SifeAt
frue wiwE @9 TRT: RIS
IR RATTITR: |
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or not liberated, bondage would [in ¢hat case] befall the
liberated, also.!

ATTTAT STYRRTIT: 1l 98 0

Aph. 14, Nor [does the bondage of

_ The soul is not ket the soul arise] from its being condi-

in bondage by wts bewg— tioned [by its standing among circum-

stances that clog it by limiting it];

because that is the fact in regard to [not the soul, but]
the body.

a. By ‘condition’ we mean the being in the shape of a
sort of association. The bendage [of the soul] docs not
arise from that; because ¢hat is the property of the dody
[and not of the soul]; because, that is to say, bondage
might befall even the liberated [which is impossible], if
that which is the fact in regard to another could occasion
the bondage of one quite differcnt.?

0. But then [some one might say], /¢ this conditioned
state belong to the soul.  On this point [to prevent mis-
takes], he declares:*

' dmamatsta @ oFw | ga 1 W
NEGAIEIE EIGELE LIS LRI ISR
IYORITID: N

' AW HuTAfaRRTar | dar q aN-
Wl EUARCHUAR AT TN
HReta anuRfda wras

' A YRIRATIT WTAE
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154 gRY T n au 0

Aph. 15. Because this soul is
The soul is absolute.  [ynassociated with any conditions or
circumstances that could serve as its

bonds, it is] absolute.

a. The word i here shows that it [i.e., the assertion
conveyed in the aphorism] is a reason; the construction
with the preceding aphorism being this, that, since the
goul is unassociated, it belongs only to the body to be
conditioned.!

A FAWAYAAT AIERT N 9% |

) Aph. 16. Nor [does the bondage of

beﬂ'; St of works goul arise] from any work; because

[works are] the property of another

[viz., the mind], and because it [the bondage] would be
eternal,’ [if the case were as you imagine].

= oS
' ffded URTRTHFRICIWIAT  GEAT-
S
Twemfafa gagearaa: |

2 The commentator Aniruddha omits the final word, . Ed.

3 Professor Wilson’s Dictionary erroneously gives ¢ uninterrupted
continuance’ as onc of the definitions of atiprasanga; and that
definition, in all probability, suggested ‘eternal’ to the translator,
who here had to do with atiprasakfi. Near the end of @, in the
next page but one, atiprasanga is rendered ‘undue result.” For the
synonymous afiprasakti and aliprasanga, respectively, see Aph. 63,
with the comment on it, and the comment on Aph. 151, of this Book.

Colebrooke, on various occasions, represents one or other of these
terms by ‘wrest,’ ‘straining a rule,’ ‘room for misconstruction,” &ec.
As technicalities, they generally signify *illegitimately extended
application ’ of a canon, notion, or the like. Ed.
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a. That is to say: moreover, the bondage of the soul
does not arise from any work, whether enjoined or forbid-
den ; because works are the property of unother, i.e., not
the property of the soul [but of the mind]. And, if, through
a property of another, the bondage of one quite distinet
could take place, then bonduge might befall even the libe-
rated, [through some acts of some one else].

b. But then [some one may say], this objection does not
apply, if we hold that bondage may arise from the acts of
the associate® [viz., the mental organ]: so, with allusion to
this, he states another reason, ‘and because it would be
eternal,’ i.e., because bondage, in the shape of connexion
with pain, would occur [where it does not,] even in such
cases as the universal dissolution® [of the phenomenal
universe, including the mental organ, but not the soul].

¢. But then [some one may say], if
A dowht whether the * y

bodag o delongs et that be the case, then let the bondage,

to somethmy cle than : . . O 2
the souls too, in the shape of connexion with
puin, belong [not to the sou/, but] to
the mind alone, in accordance with the principle that it
have the same locus as the works [to which it is due];
and, since it is an established point that pain is an affection

‘9 fafeafafossnwfs gevm s
FAATSIURRACATHIART I | -
YHT RIENEAT 99 T AR TR0 |

2 Upddhi, for which scee p. 53, 1, infra. Ed.

* aq |rafusaa FgtE) a1 4"
IWMAR R fanasafa w@ag-
afy gEArETaTIEARY: |
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of the mind, why is bondage [i.e., connexion with pain]
assumed of the soul, also? With reference to this doubt,
he declares [as follows] :!

fafemirmaaofacaysa o a9 |

Aph. 17. Tf it were the property of
Hmltsv;,t/;“zt /l«“l{f(z”l’/tl;’l’l"i any other, then there could not be
helong diverse experience.

a. If bondage, in the shape of conmexion with pain,
were the property of another, i.c., a property of the mind,
there could be no such thing as diverse experience; there
could be no such different experience as one man’s ex-
periencing pain, and another man’s not: [for, it must be
remembered, it is not in point of mind, but of sou/, that
men arc held, by Kapila, {o be numerically different].
Therefore, it must be admitted that pain is conneeted with
the soul, alvo.  And this [pain that belongs to the soul]
1s in the shape merely of w reflexion of the pain [ih Wb oat-
taches to its attendant organism]; and this reflexion is of
its owwn attendant [organism] only ; so that there is no undue
result? [deducible from our theory].

'HqEd g mm@mﬁ{ T FHATATAT-
frarmtne feedag gee faauw-
aran: fegmre fany geemnfa wead I~
TATTETATATR |

P BRTRTINE YA e fa-
fexarmanefa: #fada gedrer = fe-
afa Faﬁ?amawﬁt- Wa: gwasfu
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b. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prakriti) is
divectly the cause of bondage:!

nfafTa~ATas awn S a9t

Nuture is ot the Aph. 18, If [you say that the soul’s
immedeate cawe of the  bondage arises] from Nature, as its
sul’s o cause, [then Isay] “no;’ [because] that,
also, is a dependent thing.

a. But then [some one may say], let bondage result from
Nature, as its canse. It you say so, T say ‘no;” because
that, also, i.c., Nature, also, 1s dependent on the conjunction
which is to be mentioned in the next aphorism; because,
if it [Nature] were to occasion bondage, even without that
[conjunction which is next to be mentioned], then bond-
age would occur even in such cases as the universal
dissolution,* [when soul is altogether disconnected from the
phenomenal].

AL Gt | § 9 gunfafaaen vy
nfafamw @aRa wadifa Afanes
Hfau

| AT A FTaTa -
ufan

¢ Here and in the comment, I have corrected a@‘rﬁ:r. 2.

' 77 uafafafasme~ wafafa 9= ag-
TE1 Wi AFaIgaEs TEATEAT
TRawd daa faarfa svEme wwaegaty
TYTEFTA N
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b. If the reading [in the aphorism] be nibandhand’ [in
the 1st case, and not in the 5th], then the construction will
be as follows: ‘If [you say that] the bondage is caused
by Nature,” &c.?

¢. Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage,
only as depending on something else [i.c., on the conjunc-
tion to be mentioned in the next aphorism], through this
very sort of conjunction [it follows that] the bondago is
reflerional, like the heat of water due to the conjunction of
fire ;* [water being held to be essentially cold, and to scem
hot only while the heat continues in conjunction with it].

d. He establishes his own tenet, while engaged on this
point, in the very middle! [of his eriticisms on erroncous
notions in regard to the matter; for there are more to
come]:

7 fraTsIsHFE T qurTRadn-

e 1 9e |

.

1 This is the lection preferted by Aniruddha and his followers, Ed.

frammr Wfefa we wafafaaamn
IgaT afefa a=ad |

AT TIATATAT HHAIIHTTY HATHT-
FE U I IR CIRE S N e g |
s atefa

' GfggraREaa TRETRUS TATa-
yraafa

5 Here follows, in the first edition, the particle a;, for which no

authority has been discovered. The word trauslating it I have re-
tained, but bracketed. Ed.
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Aph. 19. [But] not without the con-

What really is the  junction thereof [i.e., of Nature] is
relatvon of s bonduge . . .

o the soul. there the connexion of that [i.e., of

pain] with that [viz., the soul,] which is

cver essentially a pure and free intelligence.

a. Therefore,! without the conjunction thereof, i.e., with-
out the conjunction of Nature, there is not, to the soul,
any connexion with that, i.e., any connexion with bond-
age; but, morcover, just through that [connexion with
Nature] does bondage take place.*

b. In order to suggest the fact that the bondage
[of the soul] is reflexional [and not inherent in it, cither
essentially or adventitiously], he makes usc of the indirect
expression with a double negative, [“not without’]. For,
if bondage were produced by the conjunction [of the soul]
with Nature, as colour is produced by heating [in the case
of a jar of black clay, which becomes red in the buaking],
then, just like that, it would continue even after disjunc-
tion therefrom ; [as the red colour remains in the jar, after
the fire of the brick-kiln has been extinguished, whercas
the red colour occasioned in a erystal vase by a China-rose,
while it occurs not without the China-rose, ceases, on the
removal thereof]. Ilence, as bondage ceases, on the dis-
junction [of the soul] from Nature, the bondage is merely
reflexional, and neither essential [§ 8. 4.] nor adventitious®

[§11.4.].

! The Sanskrit word thus rendered was inadvertently omitted in
the first edition. Vijnina here supplies the comment.  Jd.

' aWrRITTEA wgfaEar faA A g
YR qTT qEuaste | wfu @ aad Ta
T 0

3 o =
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¢. In order that there may not be such an arror as that
of the Vaiseshikas, viz., [the opinion that there is] an abso-
lutely real conjunetion [of the soul] with pain, he says
“which is ever,” &c. [§19]. That is to say: as the con-
nexion of colour with cssentially pure erystal does not take
place without the conjunction of the China-rose [the hue
of which, seen athwart the erystal, scems to belong to the
crystal], just so the connexion of pain with the soul, ever
essentiully pure, &c., could not take place without the con-
junction of some accidental associate ; that is to say, pain,
&e., cannot arise spontanconsly, [any more than a red
colour can arise spontancously in the crystal which is
essentially pure].

d. This has been declared, in the Saura, as follows:
¢ As the pure crystal is regarded, by people, as red, in con-
sequence of the proximity of something [as a China-rose]

afe fe I wrFAETAEHFaEITS Q-
qT AT AFGAFISATIAT | s WS-
faamt avmaraieorfys T3 s A g @ -
wrfaar afafas afq

' ARfymfag wrenfea gwdm Ifa
AT\ Afedaed fagenfe | aur @wr-
INTfeHS TAT 7 FurAwi & ged
a3 fremarfeaas gremTafusan
famn greeaTT A v2d |ar LEEIET-
femd:



BOOK 1., APH. 19, 23

that lends its colour, in like manner the supreme soul! [is
regarded as being affected by pain].’

e. In that [aphorism, 197, the perpetual purity mcans
the being ever devoid of merit and demerit; the perpetual
intelligence means the consisting of uninterrupted thought;
and the perpetual liberatedness means the being ever dis-
soclated from real pain: that is to say, the connexion with
pain in the shape of a r¢flexion is not a real bondage,* [any
more thar the reflexion of the China-rose is a real stain
in the crystal].

/. And so the maker of the aphorism means, that the .
cause of its bondage is just a particular conjunction [§ 19.¢.].
And now enough as to that point.*

9. Now he rejects [§18.4.] certain causes of [the soul’s]
bondage, preferred by others:*

: agH AR w1 fe SHasn & Wfea
WA T | FWYAAT TEHHIES
fau

‘o e aerqErETeTER -
ELELSHIE A CIERGETIAL GRS
G RIYFA WAl TRUG RITRIUTATT-
T 9 3fq wrae

‘AU ¥ AR AN INRqAl
gagefimd e |

' writwRfmar TRt o



24 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

ArfagTaTSAARGAT TRIIRTIA U 20 1

The Teddntic tenet on Aph. 20. Not from Ignorance, too,
this pount dusputed. [does the soul’s bondage arise]; be-
cause that which is not a reality is not adapted to binding.

a. The word ‘too’ is used with reference to the previously
mentioned ‘ Time,” &e.,! [§ 12, which had been rejected, as
causes of the bondage, antecedently to the statement, in
§19, of the received cause].

b. Neither, too, does [the soul’s] union with bondage
result directly from ¢ Ignorance,” as is the opinion of those
who assert non-duality [or the existence of no reality save
one (see Vedinta-sira, § 20.5.)]; because, since their ‘Ig-
norance’ is not a real thing, it is not fit to bind; because,
that is to say, the binding of any one with a ropc merely
dreamt of was never witnessed.”

. But, if “Ignorance’ be a reality [as some assert], then
he declures [as follows] :*

g fagrmafa: 120

Aph. 21. If it [ Ignorance’] be [as-

The Veddinti ¢ ¢ i
m,[':mpZ;gf.fz-'t:“nr,?::rlll:- serted,. by you, to be] a reality, then
out stultifyng lamself.  there is an abandonment of the [Ve-
déntic] tenet, [by you who profess to

follow the Vedénta].

.

' e ARSI TR |

* wfggnarsfa A grETERATSIAaT-
femtt qummfazmar wwagRa aar AT
faam=fe @wes avF efiamd: o
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a. That is to say : and, if you agree that ‘ Ignorance’ is
a reality, then you abandon your own implied dogma [see
Nyéya Aphorisms I, § 31] of the unreality of ¢ Ignorance;’!
[and so you stultify yourself].

b. He states another objection :*

fasatasaTufag 1 R0

Aph. 22. And [if you assume ‘ Igno-

,,L’i’ﬂ,"Z?Z‘fi'ﬁ,'o,,"ZI’,’i}i‘ rance’ to be a reality, then] there would
oul conceding a dualty, D¢ @ duality, through [there being]
something of a different kind [from

soul; which you asserters of non-duality cannot contem-

plate allowing].

a. That is to say: if ‘Ignorance’ is real and without a
beginning, then it is cternal, and coordinate with Soul: if °
[therefore] it be not soul, then there is a duality, through
[there being] something of a different kind [trom soul;
and this the Vedantis cannot intend to establish]; because
these followers of the Veddnta, asserting non-duality, hold
that there is neither a duality through there being some-
thing of the same kind [with soul], nor through there
being somcthing of a different kind.?

' fe a'lﬁmm I Eﬁfama e
mvgumrﬁwqaam Tifafw@a:
? THQTATATE |
> Tfa T e
TR faerdiagams | @ fe Safaar
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b. e ponders a doubt :!

faesnragwr 9@ 1 23 0

Aph. 23. If [the Veddnti alleges, re-
The Veddnti must not : ¢ R e n
allege that ¢ Tunorance” g‘ﬂl‘d]l]g Ignomnﬁc; thdt] it is in the
is "[f onee real wn un- shape of both thesc opposites, [then we
real,
shall say “no,” for the rcason to be

assigned in the next aphorism].

a. The meaning is: if [the Vedanti says that] ‘Igno-
rance’ is not real,—else there would be a duality through
[there being] something of a ditferent kind [from soul,
which a follower of the Vedanta cannot allow],—and,
morcover, it is not wnrcal, because we experience its
effects; but it is in the shape of something at once real
and unreal,’ [like Plato’s ov xai wy év: (sec Vedanta-
sara, § 21)].

T ATGFIATHAT: | B

Aph.24. [To the suggestion that

There 1 uo such thng < Jgnorance’ is at once real and unreal,
as « thuy at once 100l 1 N . .

and wnredl. we say] ‘no;’ because no such thing is
known [as is at once real and unreal.]

. That is to say: it is not right to say that ¢ Ignorance’
is at once real and unrecal. The reason of this he states
in the words ‘ because no such thing,” &e.; because any
such thing as i3 at once real and unreal is not known.

' oE

' swfagn A @t 39 fasndrasarmte-
AT AT g SRR wfe-
[T N



BOOK L., APH. 25. 7

For, in the case of a dispute, it is necessary that there
should be an example of the thing [i.e. (sec Nydya Apho-
risms, 1., §25), a casc in which all partics are agreed that
the property in dispute is really present]; and, as regards
your opinion, such is not to be found ; [for, where is thero
anything in regard to which both partics are agreed that
it is at once real and unreal, as they ave agreed that fire
is to be met with on the culinary hearth ?]: such is the
impor'.!

. Again he ponders a doubt :*

A 3% wggraaTfeAT Iufaamieaa 12y o

Aph. 25, [Possibly the Vedanti may
A questionahetler the — remonstrate] ¢ We are not asserters of
Vedantt s bound to a-

voud sely-contradiction uny Six Categories, like the Vaiseshi-
kas and others.

a.** We arc not asserters of a definite set of categories
[like the Fuiseshikas, who arrange all things under six
heads, and the Nuiyiyikas, who arrange them under six-
teen].  Therefore, we hold that there /s such a thing,
unknown though it be [to peoplein general], as ‘Igno-
rance’ which is at once real and unveal, or [if you prefer
it], which differs at once from the real and the unreal [see

' eagmia@ifa @ gRfA=: | a7 8-
AR argfirfa weegue wwfefy -
qoeta: | faareras fe agfa ger -
I | ¥ wyAgsufas fq v

el
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Vedanta-sira,§ 21]; because this is established by proofs,’!
[Scriptural or otherwise, which are satisfactory to ws,
although they may not comply with all the technical requi-
sitions of Gotama’s scheme of argumentative exposition
(see Nyaya Aphorisms, L., § 35)].

b. By the expression [in the aphorism] ‘and others ’ are
meant the Naiyayikas; for the Naiyiyika is an asserter
of sixteen categorics® [see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 1].

¢. He confutes® [this pretence of evading the objection,
by disallowing the categories of the Nyaya]:

Ffrgaasfy Mafesa aRsEaT =0
REAATCHRARH 1l 2 U

Aph. 26. Even although this be not

The self-contradictory  compulsory [that the categories be
13 allogether  tnadmis- . . .

sible. 81X, Or mxteen], there is no &ccegmnce

of the inconsistent; else we come to

the level of children, and madmen, and the like,

a. Let there be [accepted] no system of categories [such
as that of the Vaiseshika, § 25]; still, since being and not-
being are contradictory, it is impossible for disciples to

' 7 79 fqaqueraarnfea: | [asadtar
sfa aenws: geafewgar arfaamaey
TH AT ArAfegET N
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admit, merely on Your Worship’s assertion, a thing at
once real and unreul, which is inconsistent, contrary to
all fitness: otherwise, we might as well accept also the
self-contradictory assertions of children and the like:
such is the meaning.!

b. Certain heretics [deniers of the authority of the
Vedas] assert that there exist external objects of momen-
tary duration [individually; each being, however, replaced
by its facsimile the next instant, so that the uninterrupted
series of productions becomes something equivalent to
continuous duration], and that by the influence? of these
the bondage of the soul [is occasioned]. This he objects
to, [as follows] :*

' werafagAr wEg quifu wramTafa-
mafes Ifwfasss aeaawET-
U HURT HIGIARTI AT 7 65-
afq e arEEE R R §OE

wfem: 1

% Vdsand, a term which Dr. Ballantyne bas rendered variously, in
divers passages of the present work, and also elsewhere. It is well
defined, in Prof. Benfey's Sanskrit-English Dictionary: ‘An,
impression remaining unconsciously in the wind, from past actions, ’
ete., and, by the resulting erit or demerit, producing pleasure or
pain.” Id.

* afqafast =g wfe aafawsan
Hfamnt araar staw v ifq qgw-
fq n
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amrfefauaraunfafagsisas 1 29 1

v o mmeteyy ke 27: [The - bondage] - thereof,
Z’!L’ﬁﬁ,,',,“,’;'/"”Li'!’z”,’{’ moreover, is not caused Dby any in-
ager v, fluence of objects from all eternity.

a. ‘Thereof,” i.e., of the soul. An cternal influence of
cbjects, an influence of objects the effect of which, in the
shape of a continued stream, has had no commence-
ment,—not by ¢tAis, cither, is it possible that the bondage
[of the soul] has been occasioned : such is the meaning.*

b. IMe states the reason of this [impossibility]:* \\"Dz%

-~ b 40
A AN A TR GHFATATS 0 -
el 5

FuTATEREU TR’ 1 g |
1 Tustead of -faﬁ?%'ai:, Auiruddha has the substantially
equivalent -fﬂ'fﬂﬂ': T

2 . - .

THTHA: | sarfefquarau: aYTE-

ha -
guwrAifeswiar faggamar afafasastu

=~ . <
AT A HAFAD:

3

T &qAR |

+ Dr. Ballantyne had, most probably by mere oversight, the un-
authorized JTRTRILC, which I have corrected. The reading
mo, here followed, is, perbaps, that of Aniruddha.  JYa-
TZ3YO is the form of the word recognized by Vijnina; and I know
of no wanuscript warrant for the alteration of it scen in the following
page, 1,—an extract from his commentary. It is, further, a regular

derivative, which the other is not, if it is not even unjustified by
grammatical prescription,  1d,

6 Aniruddha has -Ha?’ * division, in pluce of ~Y YA

‘separation.” Ed,
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Apl. ?8. Also [in my opinion, as
well as in yours, apparently], between
the external and the internal there is
not the relation of influenced and influencer; because
there is a local separation ; as there is between him that
stays at Srughna and him that stays at Pitaliputra.

A thing ecannot act
where 1t €5 not.

a. In the opinion of these [persons whose theory we are
at present objecting to], the soul is circumseribed, residing
entirely within the body ; and that which is thus within
cannot stand in the relation of the influenced and the
influencer, as regards an erternal object.  Why ? Because
they are separated in regard to place; like two persons
the one of whom remains in Srughna and the other in
Pataliputra: such is the meaning. Because the atfection
which we call “influence’ (rdsani) is scen only when
there is conjunction, such as that of madder and the cloth
to which it gives its colour], or that of flowers and the
flower-basket! [to which they impart their odour.]

b. By the word ‘also’ the absence of conjunction
[between the soul and objects (see § 15)], &e., which he
himself holds, is connected? [with the matter of the pre-
sent aphorism].

' q*Ad Uit T vaTET a -
e A qEfaeau gt
wratsfa ®@vafa | Fa: | gaeuTefaTs
wAfE ImaAead: | €30 a9
fe amATEn ST 29 AW AfEETEw-
IRIT A7 geqgzEATIAA |
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aa



32 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. Srughna and Pitaliputra [Palibothra, or Patna] are
two several places far apart.!

d. But then [these heretics may reply], ¢ The influence
of objects [on the soul] may be asserted, because there s
2 contact with the object; inasmuch as the soul, according
to us, goes to the place of the object, just as the senses,
according to Your Worship.”  Therefore he declares [as
follows] :

TYRHCTAMTATETIS @7 Il 20 |

Aph. 29. [Tt is impossible that the

On the leretical view, — goul’s bondage should arise] from an
the free soul would be . .

equallylable to bondage,  influence received in the same place

[where the object is; because, in that

case], there would be no distinction between the two, [the

bond and the free].

a. To complete the sense, we must supply as follows:
“It is impossible that the bondage should arise from an
influence received in one and the same pluce with the
object.”  Why? Because there would be no distinction
between the two, the soul bound und the soul free; because
bonduge would [in that cuse] befall the liberated soul, also;
[the free soul, according to this hypothesis, being just
us likely to come across objects as any other] : such is
the meaning.?

' gamzfegar fangednfanan

' A warfRfg AT raTETRERAT
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b. Here he ponders a doubt :!
=~
WZEINTHA I 30 |

Aph. 80. If [the heretic, wishing to
(h‘};’,‘:.e"‘""“‘"“”e’"f”“‘ save his theory, suggests that a di.ﬂ'er-
ence between the two cases (see §29)
does exist] in virtuc of the wnscen, [i.e., of merit and
demerit, then he will find his answer in the next aphorism).

a. That is to say, [the heretic may arguc]: ¢ But then,
granting that they [the free soul and the bound] are alike
in respect of their coming into contact with objects, when
they become conjoined with them in one and the same
locality ; yet the reception of the influence may result merely
from the force of the wunscen, [i.c., from the merit and
demerit of this or that soul; the soul that is liberated
alike from merit and demerit being able to encounter, with
impunity, the object that would enchain one differently
circumstanced]’: if * [¢4ds be urged, then we look forward].

a. This he disputes,® [as follows] :

A TARHTATTITCUHTATARITH-
T 0039 1
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Aph. 31. They cannot stand in
_ Fach back must bear  the relation of deserver and bestower,
1fs owen burden, N
since the two do not belong to one
and the same time.

a. Since, in thy opinion, the agent and the patient are
distinet, and do not belong to the same time [believing, as
thou heretically dost, not only that objects (see §26. b.)
momentarily perish and are replaced, but that the duration
of souls, also, is of a like description], there is positively
no such relation [between the soul at one time und its suc-
cessor ut another] as that of deserver and bestower [or
transmitter of its merits or demerits]; because it is impos-
sible that there should be an influence of objects [§ 27
taking effect on a patient [say, the soul of to-day], occa-
stoned by the “unscen’ [merit or demerit] belonging to
an agent [say, the soul of yesterday, which, on the hypo-
thesis in question, is a numerically different individual] :
such is the meaning.!

b. e ponders a doubt:? .

TaFAAfefa Iq 0 30

Aph. 32. If [the heretic suggests

Wiether merit may,or— that] the case is like that of the cere-
may not, be vmputed. " .

monies in regard to a son, [then he

will find Lis reply by looking forward].

«. But then [the heretic, admitting the principle that

1 aa q-a\_ F = : e .
RATUFTATTRCAATY Afg Fjfergrgea Ar
e fawamuarn: dvadigw: |

‘oga
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the merit or demerit of an act belongs entirely to the
agent, may urge that], as the son is benefited by ceremonies
in regard to a son, such as that [ceremony (see Colebrooke'’s
¢ Hindt Law,” Vol. IIL., p. 104) celebrated] in anticipation
of conception, which [no doubt] belongs to the fatler
[who performs the cercmonies, to propitiate the gods], in
like manner therec may be an influence of objects on the
experiencer [say, the soul of to-day], through the ¢ unseen’
[merit or dewmerit] that belongs even to o different subject
[say, the soul of yesterday]: such is the meaning' [of the
heretic].

0. He refutes this, by showing that the illustration is
not a fact :*

- <
ife fe av fag wa st I minrre
3 oy
AT’ afewaq ‘0 33 0
Aph. 83. [Your illustration proves
h(}fﬁ’;f}é_’(‘I'IIZ""”‘;’”Z‘.’IP the  mothing ;] for, in that case, there is no
' one permancnt soul which could be

consecrated by the ceremonies in anticipation of concep-
tion, &e.

a. ‘In that case,’ i.e., on thy theory, too, the benefit of

' Ag a1 fugfaea mirurfeat gas
AU gRRTYE Wafd aemfiEaaar-
oA Argfawdrgo: enfemd: o

* eTTtae aftgdfa o

* Aniruddha has nﬁ]maT'&QﬁmT’ and Dr. Ballun.

tyne's rendering suits it. Fd.

. -
4 A common reading, but inferior, is Hﬁﬁua Ed.
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the son, by [means of the performanceof ]' the ceremonics in
anticipation of conception, &c., could not take place; ‘for,”
i.c., because, on that theory, there is not one [self-identi-
cal] soul, continuing from the [time of] conception to
birth, which could be consccrated [by the ceremonies in
question], so as to be a fit subject for the duties that per-
tuin to the time subsequent to birth [such as the investiture
with the sacred thread, for which the young Bréhman
would not be a fit subject, if the ceremonies in anticipation
of his conception had been omitted] : and thus your illus-
tration is not a real one,” [on your own theory: it is not a
thing that you can assert as a fact].

b. And, according to my theory, also, your illustration
is not a fact; seeing that it is possible that the benefit to
the son should arise from the ‘unseen’ [merit] deposited
in the son by means of the ceremony regarding the son:
for it is an implicd tenet [of my school], that it [the soul]
is permanent [in its self-identity]; and there is the injunc-
tion® [of Manu, (Ch. IL,, v. 26), with regard to tho cere-
monies in question, which proceeds on the same grounds].

! The brackets are of my inserting. Bd.

@9 wRd ARy gaE-
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¢. Some other heretic may encounter us, on the strength
of [the argument here next stated, viz.,]  But then, since
bonduge, also, [like everything else] is momentary, let
this bondage have nothing determinate for its cause, or
nothing at all for its cause,’! [which view of matters is
propounded in the next aphorism] :

ferararfas: fuswi 38

Aph. 34. Since there is mo such

Whether bondage may — thing as a permanent result [on the
not be momentury, und so . . .

require no cause. heretical view], the momentariness [of

bondage, also, is to be admitted].

a. “Of bondage’: this must be supplied, [to complete
the aphorism).?

6. And thus the point relied on is, that it [i.e., bondage]
have no cause at all. And so this is the application [of
the argument, viz.]:

(1) Bondage, &c., is momentary ;

(2) Because it exists,

(3) [Everything that exists is momentary,] as
the apex of the lamp-flame, or the like.

' A7 Iwenfa wlusaefraawad-
SATIRTWRT qT FUISHERRATIAATT AT-
fas: mafaea

* qerafa o

PAYT ATHRICUSE TAIEATTG | q
I wAv Iwrfes gies aaEfar-
feafefa n



48 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

¢. And [continues the heretic,] this [reason, viz., ‘exist-
ence’] does not extend unduly ' [as you may object,] to the
casc of a jar, or the like ; because #hat, also [in my opinion],
is like the subject in dispute, [in being momentary].
This [in fact] is preciscly what is asserted in the ex-
pression, since there is no such thing as a permanent

result’* |§34].

d. He objects® [to this heretical view] :

T HRRTIATTA I 34 1

Aph. 35. No, [things are not mo-
Tlhe fuct of recopni-  mentary in their dumtion}; for the
tion proves that thenys A .
wre not momentary. lleHX'dlry Of thls 18 proved by recoy-

nition.

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary; because the
absurdity of its being momentary follows from the opposite
argument [to that under §3+4. 4.], taken from such facts
of recognition as, ‘what I saw, that same do I touch,’
[an argument which may be stated as follows], viz. :

(I) Bondage, &c., is permanent ;
(2) Because it exists,

1 Vyabhkickdra is the expression here paraphrased. In this work
and others, the translator has given it many meanings; and so has
Colebrooke, who renders it, in various contexts, by ‘contradiction,”
‘derogation,” ‘failure, ¢ impossibility,” ‘unoperativeness, &c. As a
logical technicality, it denotes the presentation of the reason, or middle
term, unaccompanied by the major term. Ed.

' 7 7 weier wfraTrerRta vewHAT |
TacaT ferararfasfmaa o
* mafa
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(3) [Lverything that exists is permanent,] as a
jar, or the like.!

wfaarafatrama n 3%

ap .
That thengs ars mo- Aph. 36. And [tllelgf; are not mo-

mentary is contradicied  mentary ;] because this is contradicted

by Serpture and rea- N s .

soming. by Scripture and by reasoning.

a. That is to say : nothing is momentary ; because the
general principle, that the whole world, consisting of
effects and causes, is momentary, is contradicted by such
texts as this, viz.,, ‘[All] this, O ingenuous one, was
antecedently existing,” and by such Seriptural and other
arguments as this, viz., ¢ How should what exists proceed
from the non-existent ?’2

ZETIfaSE I 39 I

Aph. 37. And [we reject the argu-
ment of this heretic;] because his
instance is not a fact.

.
The heretic’s vlustra-
tion ¢s not @ truth.

' A wenfu wiwwd Jegre aarE g
HiRrfermfigrrEas Twifus fad &
g feaffa TRAATEA whowe T
femrg:

‘A wenn  sdifemTfegfata:
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a. That is to say : the gencral principle of the momen-
tariness [of all things] is denied; because this momentary
character does not [in fact] belong to the apex of the
lamp-flame, &c., the instance {un which thou, heretic,
dost ground thy generalization, (§3+. 0.)]. Moreover, thou
quite errest in refrard to momentariness, in that instance,
from not taking account of the minute and numerous
instants [really meluded in a duration which seems to thee
momentary]: such is the import.!

b. Moreover, if the momentary dura-
1/ things were momen- tion, &c., [()f things] be asserted, then
‘r‘(’,}';ft'l:ﬁ“’;f‘;ﬁfﬁe”"‘“:j there can be no such thing as the re-
effict. lation of causc and effeet, in the case
of the carth and the jar, and the like.
And you must not say that there /s no such thing as that
[relation of cause and effect]; because it is proved to be a
reality by the fuct that, otherwise, there would bo no such
thing as the cfforts of him who desires an effect, [and
who, therefore, sets in operation the causes adaptedto its
production]. 'With reference to this, he declares [as
follows] :?

PTAHEATAATA FIEAHFTWAT: Il 36 1
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Aph. 38. It isnot between two things

The causal relation s coming simultaneously into existence,
not between things that .

arwe simullaneously. that the relation of cause and effect

exists.

a. Let us ask, does the relation of product and [material]
cause exist between the earth and the jar, as simultancously
coming into [their supposed momentary] existence, or as
successive? Not the first; because there is nothing to
lead to such an inference, and because we should not [in
that case] find the man, who wants a jar, operating with
earth, &e., [with a view to the jar’s subsequent production].
Neither is it the last; in regard to which he declares [as
follows] :!

TATATE IITATTA I 3¢ 0

Aph. 39. Because, when the antece-
A productcannot sur-— qegnt, departs, the consequent is unfit
e s ‘:u[/:t(mlud cause. . . .
[to arise, and survive it].

a. The relation of cause and cffect is, further, inconsis-
tent with the theory of the momentary duration of things;
because, at the time when the antecedent, i. e., the cause,
departs, the consequent, i.c., the product, is ‘unfit,’ i.e., is
not competent to arise; because, that is to say, a product
is cognized only by its inhering in [and being substan-
tially identical with, however formally different from,] its

‘4 AFeIgnTTIAEAAn FEAFTC-
ara: & a1 wfasan | e fafqmmea-
wraTgeIfaRT AEfengEAuRE | A
TR |
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substantial cause,! [and is incapable, therefore, of sur-
viving it].
b. With reference to this same [topic, viz, the] substan-

tial cause, he mentions another [the converse] objection?
[to the theory of the momentary duration of things]:

AWM qearTERI TR 7 1 go 1

Aph. 40. Moreover, not [on the

The cocxistence of sul-  theory of the momentary duration of

:f,’:l'f::“,j‘l’;‘l :/I):Z‘.I;Z;: 4> things, can there be such u relation as

momentary. that of cause and effert]; because, while

the one [the antecedent] exists, the

other [the consequent] is incompatible, because the two
keep always asunder.?

a. To complete [the aphorism], we must say, ‘ morcover,
[on the theory objected to], there can be no such relation
as that of cause and effect ; because, at the time when the
antecedent exists, the consequent cannot cocxist with it,
the two being mutually exclusive.’* The two suggesters
of the relation of cause and effect, in product and sub

' TR FRARHTUIIR ITE HAT-
IrTgEATRARfy 7 glosaare §4-
afq FEMTATT ITEAFCOP AR
FrarpATfeEd: |

| YRR FIATE |

3 For vyabhickdra, the word used in the original, see 1, at p. 38,
supra. kd.

¢ Here again occurs, in the Sanskrit, the term vyabhickdra. Ed.
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stance,! are (1) this concomitancy of affirmatives, that,
while the product exists, the substance thereof exists, and
(2) this concomitancy of negatives,® that, when the sub-
stance no longer exists, the product no longer exists : and
these two [conditions, on your theory] cannot be ; because,
since things [in your opinion,] are momentary in their
duration, the two [viz., the substance and the product],
inasmuch as they arc antecedent and consequent,® belong
to opposite times,* [and cannot, therefore, coexist; for the
product, according to you, does not come into existence
until its substance has perished, which is contrary to the
nature of the causal relation just defined].

b. But then, [the heretic may say, do not let the co-
existence of substance and product be insisted upon, as
indispensable to the causul relation between the two, but]
¢let the nature of a cause belong to the substantial cause,

! 4 have inserted the words ¢ in product and substance.” Ed.

% The original dual of * concomitancy of affirmatives’ and ¢ con-
comitancy of negatives ' is anwayavyatirekau. For other English
equivalents of this term, occurring in the singular number, see
Book VI., Aph. 15 and 63. Ed.

8 ¢ Antecedent and consequent * renders kramika, translated *suc-
cessive’ in Aph. 38, ¢, at p. 41, supra.  Ed.
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as it belongs to the instrumentul cause, in respect merely of
its antecedence.”  To this he replies !

TFATIATY | fAaRA: 189

Aph. 41. If there were merely an-

Antecedencetothe pro- tecedence, then there would be no deter-
duct does nol dbstinquash Tafl 0 enhetants: . 1e

the Nattor foom the Tne T0IMGEIOD [(ﬁri‘ @ bu%)btdntl.dl or m.atonal

strument, cuuse, as distinguished from an instru-

mental cause].

a. And it could not be determined that this was the
substunce [of this or that product], on the granting of
nothing more than its antecedence [m the producl] ; because
antecedence constitutes no distinction between it and the
snstrumentul causes ; for, [as we need scarcely remind you],
that there @ a distinction between instrumental and sub-
stantial causes, the whole world is agreed: such is the
meaning.* )

b. Other heretics say : ‘Since no-

The questin whether — thing [really] exists, except Thought,

anything  exwsts besudes . .
Thought neither does Bondage; just as the

things of a dream [have no real exist-

' a9 fafraarcoRETaeen Y T
FATHAT FLUAATT av12 N

" TR WTR  JEHATUTETAIAA
fradr & enfafasacaramta garar-
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ence]. Therefore it has no cause; for it is absolutely false.’
He rejects the opinion of these! [heretics] :

7 fagEaE audta: 1 800

We b the ovud Aph. 42. Not Thought alone exists;
e have the evidence

of Intuiteon for the £e-  DeCause there is the intuition of tho

ternal, as well as for the external.
Iuternal.

a. That is to say : the »eality is not Thought alone; be-
cause external objects, also, are proved to cxist, just as
Thought is, by intuition.?

b. But then [these heretics may rejoin], ¢ From the
example of intuitive perception in dreams [sce Butler’s
‘Analogy,” Part L., Ch. L], we find this [your supposed
evidence of objective reality] to exist, even in the absence
of objects !’ To this he replies:®

AT qRATaTE afg i 83 1

. Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one

The denial of the e~ does not exist, the other does not exist,
ternal @mounts v Ni- . . . . .

Tl there 1s a void, [1.9., nothing exists

at all].

' X Arfaar wg: | fagrenfafera-
TWATIA TSI EHAITq | WATSIT-
frama 7 a9 FuEHifd aRTAuT-
rfa n
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a. That is to say : if external things do not exist, then
a mere void offers itself. Why ? Because, if the external
does not exist, then thought does not exist; for it is n-
tuttion that proves the objective: and, it the intuition of
the external did not establish the objective, then the
intuition of thought, ulso, would not establish [the existence
of] thought.!

b. “Then let the reality be a mere void ; and, therefore,
the searching for the cause of Dondage is unfitting, just
because a void s all :’ with such a propoml [as recorded
in the next aphorism] does [some one who may claim the
title of] the very crest-gem of the heretics rise up in
opposition : *

TN qrd AT faamafa aaETE-
b IR

Aph. 44. The reality is a void : what
The heretic qoes the . X . )
length of asserting sheer 18 perishes; becuuse to perish iy the
Nululism. . .
hubit of things.
a. The void alone [says this prince of herctics, or the
fact that nothing exists at ull} is the 1'e:11iLy, [or the only

af‘g I TA BEAAT | g |
FIAMTR fammmama‘?faﬁé fawaa-
fust arandifags faud arafsgmmd-
fa'cﬁ: A fagqre amﬁf‘afa TR

‘ we afg TAAT qEATE IR
AveRs qeRfeld ATt
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truth]. Since everything that exists perishes, and that
which is perishuble is false, as is a dream, therefore, as of
all things the beginnings and endings are merely nonenti-
ties, Bondage, &c., in the midst [of any beginning and end-
ing], has merely a momentary existence,—is phenomenal,
and not real. Therefore, who can be bound by what?
This [question] is what we rest upon. The reason assigned
for the perishableness of whatever exists is, ¢ because to
perish is the habit of things;” because to perish is the
very nature of things: but nothing continues, after quitting
its own nature ; [so that nothing could continue, if it ceased
to perish|: such is the meaning.!

b. Ile rejects® [this herctical view] :

HUATCHTTAIFTATA 1l 8u

Ndludvsm died ;- as Aph. 45. This is a mero counter-
the wdiseerpteble 1s - . ) . .
destructihle. assertion of unintelligent persons.

a. LOf unintelligent persons,” i.e, of blockheads, this
18 ‘a mere counter-assertion,” i.e., a mere /e counter-
assertion, that a thing must needs be perishable, because it

' IR qew | Fa: @31 sty arar
wig a9 fqardt § fawn @waea: §3-
IHATHTTTATATIATTRASE e
wifgfas & wrartas afel aa: f4
TIA TN | Wi fqArfeR ¥gag-
waferwafa faamra agesaa
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exists; [and such an assertion is idle,] because things that
are not made up of parts, since there is no cause of the
destruction of such things, cannot perish.!

b. [But] what need of many words? It is not the fact,
that even products perish; [for] just as, by the cognition
that “the jar is old” [we mean that it has passed from the
condition of new to that of old], so, too, by such a cognition
as this, that ‘the jar has passed away,’ it is settled only
that the jar, or the like, is i the condition of having passed
away.’

c. He states another objection® [to the heretical view]:

IHAUGHATAEAATCIATT N 85 1

Aph. 46. Morcover, this [nihilistic

Nilulism is open to . . R
the same objections as theory is not a right one]; because 1t
botl the Momenturyand— hag the same fortune as both the views

the 1deal theorues. . .
[which were confuted just before].

' WIEWT FETATHUATEATS WA
fomfafa fawmuare w3 AmEOMEA
fAgagaTT ATIEAATA |
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¢ Aniruddha, according to the MSS. which I have seen, reads
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a. This view, morcover [§ 44], is not a good one;
because it has the same fortune as, i. e., is open to similar
reasons for rejection as, the theory that external things
are momentary [§ 26. 5.], and as the theory that nothing
exists besides Thought [§ 41. 3].  The reason for the
rejection of the theory that things are momentary in their
duration, viz. [as stated in § 35], the fuct of recognition, &e.,
[which is, at least, as little consistent with Nihilism as it
is with the momentary duration of things], and the reason
for the rejection of the theory that nothing exists besides
Thought, viz. [as stated in § 42], the intuition of the ex-
ternal, &c., apply equally here [in the case of Nihilism]:
such is the import.!

b. Morcover, as for the opinion which is accepted by
these [heretics], viz., Let the mere void [of absolute
noncntity] be the soul’s aim [zmd SUMMIN bmmm], since
herein consist at once the cessation of pain [which cannot
continue, when there is absolutely #ofhing], and also the
means, thereof [since there can be no further means re-
quired for the removal of anything, if it be settled that
the thing positively docs not (\th this, too, can hardly
be: s0 hc declares [as follow: \J

mfmmamuim fawamam{m wE
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-qutsmanwam 89 n

Aph. 47. In neither way [whether as
The soul's aim is ot g means, or as an end,] is this [anni-
annihelation. . 5 e
hilation] the soul’s aim.

a. “ Let the void [of mere nonentity] be the soul’s aim,
whether us consisting in the cessation of pain, or as pre-
senting the means for the cessation of pain,’ [says the
heretic. And this cannot be; because the [whole] world
agrees, that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &c.,
that shall abide /n i¢; that is to say, because [/4ey hold,
while] you do not hold, that there is a permancnt soul,
[ (see § 33) in respect of which the libcration or beatifica-
tion would be possible, or even predicable].!

b. Now [certain] other things, also, entertained, as
causes of [the soul’s] bondage, by [imperfectly instructed]
believers, remaining over and above those [proposed by
unbelievers, and] already rejected, are to be set aside :2

7 nfafasrara 1 8t

e Aph. 48. Not from any kind of
t1s n0 movement . . .

that t/lrlysoul '_',;;;',,.w motion [such as 1its entrance into a
bondage. body, does the soul’s bondage result].

' gufraferuan gafaafeamaam
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a. *Bondage’ [required to complete the aphorism] is
understood from the topic! [of discussion].

6. The meaning is, that the soul's bondage, moreover,
does not result from any sort of motion, in the shape, for
instance, of its entrance into a body.?

¢. He states a reason for this:®

fafiwam ae@tar 1 8en

Aph. 49. Because this is impossible
for what is inactive, [or, in other words,
without motion].

Wiat ts all-pervading
does rut chanye place.

a. That is to say: because this is impossible, 1.e., motion
is impossible, in the case of the soul, which is inactive,
[because] all-pervading, [and, therefore, incapable of
changing its place].!

b. But then [the objector may say], ‘Since, in the
books of Scripture and of law, we hear of its going and
coming into this world and the other world, let soul be
[not all-pervading, as you allege, but] merely limited [in
its extent] : and to this effect, also, is the text, ¢ Of the size

' OFTATENT 1 a |
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of the thumb is the soul, the inuer spirit,” and the like:’
| but] this conjecture he repels :*

ARG CIRATAURTAATI U RETAT: 1ol

Aph. 50. [We cannot admit that the
soul is other than all-pervading ; be-
cause| by its being limited, since it
would come under the sume conditions as jars, &c., there
would be a contradiction to our tenet [of its imperishable-
ness|.

Were the soul limited,
vl maght be pereshalle.

a. That is to say : and, if the soul were admitted to be,
like a jar, or the like, limited, i.e. circumseribed [in di-
mension], then, since it would resemble a jar, or the like,
in being made up of parts, and [henee] in being perish-
able, &c., this would be contrary to our settled principle,?
[that the soul is imperishable ).

b. Ile now justifies the text [sce § 49. b.] referring to
the mofion* [of the soul, by showing that the motion is
not really of the soul, but of an aceessory | :

1 Swetdswatara Upanishad, iii, 13, Il

‘77 famRnfEATFREATRTaTE-
agamgEE ufifgaeaawg am 9
fageaT:  yRASAURAT T
grRuTRUfd |
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fagfargufuarmerareag i ua

Aph. 51. The text regarding the
Soul moves not, any . .
more than Space. motion [of the soul], morcover, is [ap-
plicable, only] because of the junction
of an atfendant ;' as in the case of the lither [or Space,
which moves not, though: we talk of the space enclosed in
a jar, as moving with the jar).

a. Since there arc such proofs of the soul’s unlimited-
ness, as the declaration that ‘It is eternal, omnipresent,
permanent,”™ the text® regarding its motion is to be explained
as having reference to a movement pertaining [not to the
soul, but] to an attendant; for there is the text,  As the
Ether [or space] included in a jur, when the jar is removed,
{in this case] the jar may be removed, but not the space ;
and in like manner is the soul, which is like the sky,
[incapable of being moved]’;* and because we may con-
clude that the motion [erroneously supposed to belong to
the soul (49. 4.) ,] belongs to Nature[sce Vedinta Aphorisms,
Part I., §4. 2], from such maxims® as this, that ¢ Nafure
does the works the fruits of which are Llissful or baneful ;

V' Upddhi; often, below, “ investment’ and ‘ adjunct.” Ed.

? Bhagavad-gitd, i, 2. Fd.

3 “Text’ and ‘maxim’ are here meant to represent sruti and
smyiti, taken in their more limited senses. Elsewhere the translator
has, for the same terms, in wider acceptations, < books of Scripture
and of law,” &c. The first is ‘revealed law,’ the Vedas; the second,
‘ memorial law,” or a code of such law, as the Mdnava, and also any
composition of a man reputed to be inspired. Both are held to have
originated from a superhuman source; but only the former is regarded
as preserving the very words of revelation. £d.

# The anacoluthism observable in ihe translation follows that of
the original, with reference to which see the Indische Studien,
vol. ii, p. 61.
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and it is wilful Nafure that, in the thrce worlds, reaps
these’: such is the import.'*

b. Tt has alrcady been denied [§16] that the bondage [of
the soul] is occasioned by works, in the shape either of
enjoined or of forbidden actions. Now he declares that
the bondage, moreover, does not arise from the ‘ unseen’
[merit or demerit] resulting therefrom

A FAWGATAAT I 42 |

Aph. 52, Nor, morcover, [does the
The bonduge of the bondage of the soul result from the
soul 15 mo 1esult of any . . .. .
mertd or dement merit or demerit arising] from works;
because these belong not thereto.
a. That is to say: the bondage of the soul does not
arise directly from the ‘unscen’ [merit or demerit] occa-

' fam: wana: mraftenfear wAEAT-
mAsufifgas  nfagfaumfisnfara
ATRIAT | TCHIAATHT HQATA 9 FUT|
21 HIAd ATHTH qgwrar AanTaa: | 3fd
4 | WFfa: F&A FH TATTAFATHTA |
wgfaw aemfa fay sy a0 =
fewman nd: wgfafremramarafa v

2 For another rendering, see my {ranslation of the Rational
Refutation, &e., p. 57, Kd.

* g fafeafafagammen sdar g
froga: | gt aemgeafy @ 9w
™R



BOOK 1., APH, 53, 55

gioned by works.! Why? Because this is no property
thereof, i.e., because this [merit or demerit (sce § 16. a.)] is
no property of the soul.?

b. But then [some one may say], * Let it be that the
bondage resulting from the ‘unscen,’ i.c., the merit [or
dement] even of another, should attach to a differcnt per-
son ;” whereupon he declares [as follows] :

wfamafs@a o us o

Aph. 53. If the case were otherwise

Fibse, bonduge might — [than as I'say], then it [the bondage of
cling even lo the emanci- :
pated. the soul] might cxtend unduly, [even

to the emancipated].

a. That is to say : if the case were otherwise, if bondage
and its cause were under other conditions [than we have
declared them to be], then there might be an unduce exten-
sion ; bondage would befall even the cmancipated,® [for the
same reasons as those stated under §16. a.].

! Dr. Ballantyne should have taken ‘unseen’ and ¢ works’ as in
apposition, and should have made the former explanatory of the latter.
Clearer than his original, and yieldin« substantially his sense, is the

gloss of Vedanti Mahédeva : qnm]‘ aﬁﬂl@?ﬂ'{fﬂ H
U AT | ke
E FAWGEAT TR T T |
Eﬁa | mﬁm&uﬁmmmf{aﬁ‘ I
| FARMYHTGIR AT T4 WA |

¢ Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54. Ed.
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b. What need of so much [prolixity]? Ile states a
general objection why the bondage of soul cannot result
from any one or other [of these causes], beginning with
its essence [see § 6. 5.], and ending with its [supposed]
works [see § 16]; inasmuch as it is contrary to Seripture,!
[that any one of these should be the cause]:

frtmfeafafatnmafa 1 ug

Aph. 54, And this [opinion, that the
i Veimle text of Serp- - Bondage of the soul arises from any of
ure wpnels, equally, all o L.
the heretical notwms of  these causes alleged by the I\erct\cs,] 18
the soul's relatron to bon- X
duse. contrary to such texts as the one that
declares it [the soul] to be without

qualitics : and so much for that point.

a. And, if the bondage of the soul urose from any one
or other of those [supposed causes already treated of)]
among which its cssential character [§ 6. .]is the first,
this would be contradictory to such texts as, ¢ Witness,
intelligent, alone, and without the [three] qualities [is
the soul :’? such is the meaning.*

b. The expression ‘and so much for that point”’ means,

' omgeT | EafeEmRTaEE A
FATTY TReRy qNTia gea gfafair-
fefa amura amuswE 0

2 Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi., 11. Ed.
' ETATIIAAR TR TR RT ATE
9t e fauamnfeafafatneg=d: o



BOOK 1., APH. 55. 57
that the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the
soul] here closes.!

¢. The case, then, stands thus : since [all] other [theories]
are overthrown by the declaratory aphorisms, ¢ There
would be no fitness in the enjoining”’ [see §7], &e., it is
ascertained that the immediate cause of the bondage
[of the soul] is just the conjunction of Naturc and of the
soul.?

d. But then, in that case, [some onc may say], this con-
junction of Nature and of the soul [§5 L. ¢.], whether it be
essential, or adventitiously caused by Time or something
else [§ 5. .], must occasion the bondage cven of the eman-
cipated.  Having pondered this doubt, he disposes of it [as

follows] *
aarnsafaasTR  FAEAH 1 Uy

Aph. 55. Morcover, the conjunction

{ow the true cause of — thereof does not, through non-diserimi-
bondage affects not the . .

emancynted. nation, take place [m the case of the

emancipated]; nor is there a parity,

' sfaw=y aEquieTaaTET I

' qeF T @UTIAT IRRATCAT HEWHA-
aufasva: ngfageaaart g3 arerEw-
rgayfa: |

79 av ngfagewaarnsfa @nifa-
F FAfEfAfAvFT a0 AR TNT-
UIRH TATNE] HAYF | \

4
m;[, the reading which I find in MSS. of Aniruddha,
seems to be indefensible. Ed.
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[in this respect, between the emancipated and the uneman-
cipated].

a. *The conjunction thereof,’ i.e., the conjunction of
Nature and of the soul; this conjunction, moreover, docs
not take place again ¢ through non-discrimination,’ i.e.,
through the want of a discrimination [between Naturc and
soul] in the emancipated, [who do discriminate, and who
thus avoid the conjunction which others, failing to dis-
criminate, incur, and thus fall into bondage]: such is the
meaning. And thus the emancipated and the bound are
not on a level, [under the circumstances stated at § 54. e]:
such is the import.!

(fqudaig=’ nug n

Aph. 56. Bondage arises from the
The true cause of bond- e e e
age, in ofler words, crror [of mot discriminating between
imn-dlscrtmmalmn. Nuture ulld soul]. .

a. Having thus declared the cause of that [bondage]

' g ngfaERRATT safq AR
SFRaMTETR TA: HIT FadtEd: | qu
T 7 ARATARAATTE: |

2 These words, a bad reading of the 24th Aphorism of Book III.,
were pointed out, by me, as having, with the sentence of comment
attached to them, no place here; and Dr. Ballantyne, when he re-
published the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, omitted
them, Ifence the brackets mow inserted, and my alteration of the
numbering of the Aphorisms throughout the remainder of Book I.
Ed.
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which is to be got rid of, he declares the means of getting
rid of it :']

framararagfafasdrrad 1 v o

o Aph. 56. The removal of it is to be
Non-diserimination is .
removahle by discrimi-  cffected by the necessary means, just
nulwn alone. llke darkness

a. The necessary means, established throughout the world,
in such cases as ‘shell-silver’ [i.e., a pearl-oyster-shell mis-
taken for silver], viz., the immediacy of discrimination, by
this alone is €its removal,’ i.e., the removal of the non-dis-
crimination [between Nature and soul], to be effected, and
not by works, or the like: such is the meaning: just as
darkness, the dark, is removed by light alone,? [and by no
other means].

b. ‘But then [some one may say], if merely the non-
discrimination of Nature and soul be, through the conjunc-
tion [of the two, consequent on the want of discrimination],
the cause of bondage, and if mercly the discrimination of
the two be the cause of liberation, then there would be
liberation, even while there remained the conceit of [one’s
possessing] a body, &e.; and this is contrary to Scripture,

[' vd jagg wlama grAward wfqar-
Tafa il
" nfewarfems Aratas afsad s
faSmareTITEa T agfafaaaar-
fafer wiifefafmdt aun yrawmEm:
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to the institutes of law, and to sound reasoning.” To this
he replies !

AT ARTE AT I aSTH EIFA 19

Aph. 57. Since the non-discrimina-

The disermination of  tionl of other things [from soul] results

Nature, as other than— from the non-diserimination of Nufure
soul, wmiolres all dis- , . . .

crumaation. [from soul], the cessation of this will

tuke place, on the cessation of that

[from which it results].

a. By reason of the non-discrimination of Nafure {rom
the soul, what non-diserimination of other things there is,
such as the non-discrimination of the wnderstunding [as
something other than the soul], #4is necessarily ceases, on
the cessation of the non-diserimination of Nature ; because,
when the non-diserimination of the understanding, for
example, [us something other than soul,] does oceur, it is
based on the non-discrimination [from soul] of that cause
to which there is none antecedent [viz., Nature]; since
the non-discrimination of an effeet [and the ‘under-
standing” is an effeet or product of Nature,] s, itsclf, an
effect,? [and will, of course, ccase, with the cessation of its
cause].

' 77 nefauemfaas va SRATERIT
TURAEANEa® v ArgRw(E Lt
ArRwAsiy Ate: wwe  gfqeafaan-
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b. The state of the case is this: as, when the soul has
been discriminated from the body, it is irmpossible but that
it should be discriminated from the colour and other [pro-
perties], the effects of the body, [which is the substantial
cause of its own properties]; so, by parity of reasoning,
from the departure of the cause, when soul, in its charac-
ter of wnalterableness, &c., has been discriminated from
Nature, it is impossible that there should remain a conceit
of [the soul’s being any of] the products thercof [i.e.,
of Nature], such us the ‘understanding,” and the like,
which have the character of being modifications' [of primal
Nature, while the soul, on the other hand, is a thing un-

alterable].

¢. But then [some one may say], ¢ What proof is there
that there is a conceit [entertained by people in general,]
of a Nature [or primal principle] different from the conceit
of an ‘understanding,” &c., [which, you tell us, are products
of this supposed first principle] ?  Lor all the various con-
ceits [that the soul falls into], such as, ‘I am ignorant,’ and
o on, can be accounted for on the ground simply of an
‘understanding,” &c., [without postulating a primal Nature
which is to assume the shape of an understanding,” &e.]

IT FAAATACHWT T IFHAFATTR
AR aHEIA GTTTE TAAAY: |
‘aqur wluewfa fafad Ty
quTfesafaaa A @iafa aur Feeme-
uH: mrHiEd fafas amdy afcarr
feunay genfesafimrt a wnqaeed
TRRTATRIAATATI T /e 0
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well, if any one says this, I reply, ‘no;’ because, unless
there were such a thing as Nature, we could not account
for such conceits as the following, viz., * Having died,
having died, again, when there is a creation, let me be a
denizen of Paradise, and not of hell;” because no products,
such as the ‘ understanding,” when they have perished, can
be created anew,! [any more than ‘a gold-bracelet, melted
down, can be reproduced, though another like it may be
produced from the materials].

d. Morcover, it is inadmissible to
The oul's confiunding  gqy that men’s conceit of [the identity

self with Nature s lo- A A
greally antecedent to s of themselves with their] ¢ understand-

f,';,';/,';',':,',';he'z/cmd/ with ing,” &c., is [the primary cause of the

soul’s bondage, and is] not preceded by
anything; because ‘understanding’ and the rest [as you
will not deny] are effects.  Now, while it is to be expected
that there should be some predetcrmining agency to esta-
blish a conceit of [ownership in, or of one’s identity with,]
any effects, it 18 clear that it is a conceit of [ownership,
&e.,] in respect of the cause, and nothing else, that must
be the predetermining agency : for we sce this in ordinary
life; and our theories are bound to conform [deferentially]
to experience. For [to explain,] we see, in ordinary life,
that the conceit of [the ownership of] the grain, &e., pro-

' 7 FemattRTAfafe AT
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duced by a field, results from the conceit of [the ownership
of] the field ; and, from the conceit of [the ownership of |
gold, the conceit of [the ownership of ] the bracelets, or
other things, formed of that gold ; and, by the removal of
these [i.e., the removal of the logically antecedent con-
ceits, that the field, or the gold, is one’s property], there
is the removal of those,! [i. e., the removal of the conceits
that the grain, &, und that the bracelets, &e., the corres-
ponding products or effects of the field and of the gold,
are one’s property : and so the soul will cease to confound
itself with the ‘understanding,” when it ceases to confound
itsclf with Nature, of which the ‘understanding ’ is held
to be a product].

e. [And, if it be supposed that we thus lay ourselves
open to the charge of a regressus in infinitum, seeing that,
whatever we may assign as the firs¢ cause, we may, on our
own principles, be asked what was the ¢ predetermining
agency ’ in regard to if; or if it be supposed thut we are
chargeable with reasoning in a circle, when we hold that
the soul’s eonfounding itself with Nature is the cause of

' & = genfyy gewr@afiamsAr-
feds 7 vwd FEndAt w1 wrdea-
faarmaaantt framEEgEt -
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its continuing so to confound itself, and its continuing so to
confound itself is, reciprocally, the cause why it confounds
itself ; we reply, that] there is no occasion to look for any
other ¢ predetermining agency,” in the case of the conceit
of [the identity of the soul with] Nature, or in the case of
the sclf-continuance?® thereof, [i.e., of that error of con-
founding one’s self with Nuture]; because [these two are
alike] without antecedent, like sced and sprout,? [of which
it is needless to ask which is the first; the old puzzle,
¢ which was first, the acorn, or the oak ?” being a frivolous
question].

/- But then [some onc may say], if we admit the soul’s
bondage [ut one time], and its freedom [at another], and
its discrimination {at one time], and its non-discrimination
[ut rmother]. then this is in contradiction to the assertion
[in § 19], that it is “cver essentially a pure and free intelli-
gence; and it is in contradiction to such texts as this,
viz., ¢ The absolute truth is this, that ncither is there
destruction [of the soul], nor production [of it]; nor is it
bound, nor is it an cffecter [of uny work], nor is it desirous
of liberation, nor is it, indeed, Ziberated ; [sceing that that
cannot desire or obtuin liberation, which was never bound ]’
This [charge of inconsistency] he repels :*

1 To render vdsdna, on which see 2, at p. 29, supra.  Ed.
" mrAR AT AR AT AAFIIAT-
fermrm qefrara framasTEfa o

8 Amritabindu Upanishad, v. 10.  See Dr. Albrecht Weber's
Indische Stwdien, vol. i, p. 61, note 2. f/d.
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AT A g avd faaf@a: nus

Aph. 58, Tt is merely verbal, and
”ZZ""‘S’ "’:g:"‘%";( r‘,;{: " not a reality [this so-called bondage of
the soul]; since it [the bondage] resides

in the mind, [and not in the soul].

a. That is to say: since bondage, &c., all reside only in
the mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards the soul,
is merel)} verbal, i.e., it is cor et practerea whil; be-
cause iy is merely a reflevion, like the redness of [pellucid |
crystal [when a China-rose is near it], but not a reality,
with no fulse imputation, like the redness of the Chinu-
rose itself. Ilence there is no contradiction to what had
been said before, [as the objector (under § 57. £) would
insinuate] : such is the state of the case.®

= 7 fagur 9 Jrafa| 987 7 7 | |
qHAEA 3 AH W wHqEfa-
fatrrafa ai afedfa

1 Aniruddha has, instead of ¥ 'c'I, @ . Henee: ‘But it

is merely verbal, not a reality,’ &c. Ed.
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b. But then, if bondage, &c., as re-
1:/1:/5’:'3 Testimony, o gards the sou}, be mere?y verbal, let
ception, might not am‘il them be sct &Slde by /l('(U‘Zﬂ!] [that they
;,'(',m}[;;‘j'“’” the souls  yre merely verbul], or by argurent

[establishing that they are so]. Why,
in the Scripture and the Law, is thero cnjoined, as the
cause of liberation, a discriminative knowledge [of Soul,
as distinguished from Non-soul], going the length of
immediate cognition 2 To this he replies :!

Ffwarsfu 7 arad fegeaguingmga i el

Aph. 59. Moreover, it [the non-
The truth must be di-  discrimination of Soul from Nature,]
rectly discerned, and not .
merely aceepted on the 18 M0t to be removed by argument ;
ound of Tost

i;}«"}',;;;,,‘.,’,’m,;‘ MO T ag that of the person perplexed about
the points of the compass [is not to be

removed] without immediate cognition.

a. By ‘argument’ we mean thinking. The word
“moreover’ is intended to aggregate [or take in, along
with ‘argument’] ¢ testimony,’ * [or verbul authority, which,
no more than ‘argument,’” or inference, can remove the
evil, which can be removed by nothing short of direct
intuitive pereeption of the real state of the case].

' 7 amnfes IEw qIgT afd WA
T AT AR AT AT | ot gfaeman
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b. That is to say : the bondage, &c., of the soul thouzh
[granted to be] merely verbal, are not to be removed by
merely hearing, or inferring, without immediate cognition,
without directly perceiving; just as the contrariety in
regard to the [proper] dircction, though mercly verbal [as
resulting from misdirection], in the case of ! a person who
is mistaken as to the points of the compass [and hence as
to his own bearings], is not removed by testimony, or by
inference, without immediate cognition, i. e., without [his)
directly perceiving® [how the points of the compuss really
lie, to which immediate perception ¢ testimony,” or ‘in-
ference,” muy conduce, but the necessity of which these
media, or instruments of knowledge, cannot supersede].

¢. Or it [Aph. 59] may be explained as follows, viz.:
But then, [sceing that] it is declared, by the assertion [in
Aph. 56], viz., that * The removal of it is to be effected by
the necessary means,” that knowledge, in the shape of dis-
crimination [betwcen Soul and Nature], is the remover of
non-discrimination [in regard to the matter in question],
tell us, is that knowledge of a like nature with the hearing

! Here I have had to make several insertions and other alterations,
Dr. Ballantyne had:  That is to say, the bondage, &e., [of the soul |
is not to be removed by merely hearing, or inferring, without
perceiving ; just as the contrariety in regard to the proper direction,

in the case,” &c. Ed.

* FrgTAfe gERE qAnfed wawwa
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[of Testimony], &¢.? Or isit something peculiar? A reply
to this being looked for, he enounces the aphorism [§ 59]:
¢ Moreover, it is not to be removed by argument,” &e.
That is to say : non-discrimination is not excluded, is not
cut off, by argument, or by testimony, unless there be
discrimination as an immediate perception ; just as is the
case with one who is bewildered jn regard to [his] direction ;
beceause the only thing to remove an immediate error is an
immediate individual pereeption! [of the truth.  For
example, a man with the jaundice perecives white objects
as it they were yellwr. e may infer that the piece of
chalk which be looks at is veally white ; or he may believe
the festimony of a friend, that it is white; but still nothing
will remove his erroncous pereeption of yellowness in the
chalk, except a direct pereeption of its whitcness].

d. Having thus, then, sct forth the fact that Liberation
results from the immediate discrimination [of Soul from

' muErd Tregd w9 fraasaEge
faftgan faasqrafaamscmas o
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Nature], the next thing to be set forth is the ¢ discrimina-
tion’! [here referred to].

e. This being the topic, in the first place, since only if
Soul and Nature exist, liberation can result from the dis-
crimination of the one from the other, therefore that
“instrument of right knowledge’ ( pramdna) which esta-
blishes the existence ol these [two fmperceplible realities]
is [first] to be set forth :*

FAGUAATAER arit y@rfehifi
TE I &o

Aph. 60. The knowledge of things
Tie evidence forthings— imperceptible is by means of Inference ;
wmperceptibile. - .
as that of fire [when not dircetly per-
ceptible,] is by means of smoke, &e.

a. That is to say: ‘of things impereeptible,” i.e., of
things not cognizable by the senses, e. g., Nature and the
Soul, ¢ the knowledge,” i. e., the fruit lodged in the soul, is
brought about by means of that instrument of right know-
ledge [which may be called] ¢ Inference’ (wnwmdna), [but
which (see Nydya Aphorisms, I.,§5) is, more correctly, ‘the
recognition of a Sign’]; as [the knowledge that there is]
fire [in such and such a locality, where we cannot directly

*
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perceive it,] is brought about by the ‘recognition of a Sign,’
occasioned by smoke, &c.’

b. Moreover, it is to be understood that that which is
[true, but yet is] not established by ‘ Inference,’ is esta-
blished by Revelation.  But, since ¢ Inference ’ is the chief
[among the instruments of knowledge], in this [the San-
khya] System, ‘Inference’ only is laid down [in the
aphorism,] as the ekief thing ; but Revelation is not disre-
garded® [in the Sinkhya system; as will be seen from
Aph. 88 of this Book].

¢. He [next] exhibits the order of ercation of those things
among which Nature is the first, and the relation of cause
and effect [among these, severally], preparatorily to the
argument that will be [afterwards] stated :*
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FEIAEHA] ARITIET Ui AFaHE-

HEATSERISER AR q AT A IH-

figd AT wEniaTta ue 3fq w4
C wfanw néq

Aph. 61. Nature (prakpili) is the
state of equipoisc of Goodness (saftww),
Passion (r«jux), and Darkness (famas) :
from Nature [proceeds] Mind (mahat) ; from Mind, Self-
consciousness («hankdra) ; from Self-consciousness, the five
Subtile Elements (fan-mdtra), and both sets [external and
internal,] of Organs (indriya); and, from the Subtile Ele-
ments, the Gross Klements (sthitla-bhita). [Then there is]
Soul (purusha). Such is the class of twenty-five.

The tiwenty-fire Reali-
fies enumerated.

a. “The state of equipoise”’ of the [three] things called
“Goodness,” &e., is their being ncither less nor more
[one than another]; that is to say, the state of not being
[developed into] an eflect [in which one or other of
them predominates]. And thus ¢ Nuture’ is the triad of
“Qualities’ (g#na), distinet from the products [to which
this triad gives rise]: such is the complete meaning.**

6. These things, viz., ¢ Goodness,” &e., [though spoken
of as the three Qualities], are not ¢ Qualities” (guza) in the
Vaiteshika sense of the word; because [the ¢ Qualities” of

1 My MSS. of Aniruddha omit a:Fnam: . Id.

* geTfeg@wi A1 WIRITAETATATA-
fearamraaaEgy: | v 9 S
ey wFfafifa ggafaarsy: |

8 For a translation of a slightly different text, see the Rational
Refutation, &c., p. 43. Ed.
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the Vaiseshika system have, themselves, no qualities (see
Kandda’s 16th Aph.); while] these have the qualities of
Conjunction, Disjunction, Lightness, Force,! Weight, &e.
In this [Sinkhya] system, and iu Scripture, &ec., the word
“Quality’ (gupa) is employed [as the name of the three
things in question],’ because they are subservient to Soul
[and, therefore, hold a secondary runk in the scale of being],
and because they form the cords [which the word guma also
signifies], viz., * Mind,” &c., which consist of the three [so-
called] ¢ Qualities,” and which &ind, us a [cow, or other]
brute-beast, the Soul.* ®

¢. Of this [Nature] the principle called ¢ the great one’
(mahat), viz., the principle of « Understanding * (buddhi),
is the product. ¢ Self-consciousness’ is a conceit [of sepa-
rate personality]. Of this there are two products, (1) the

1 Baluvattwa; for which I find the variant ckalutwa, ‘mobility.’
Ed.

2 Read: ‘Goodness and the rest are substances, not specific
qualities; for they [themsclves] possess [yualities, viz., those of]
contact and separation, and also have the properties of levity, mobility,
gravity, &e.  Vaideshikd gunalkl is equivalent to the visesha-gundk
in the original of Book V., 25. a.  For the ‘specific qualities,” see the
Bhdshd-parichehheda, st. 0. Fid.

3 For ‘is employed,” &ec., read, ‘is applied to these (feshu),
[namely, goodness, passion, and darkness]."  Zd.

" gardfa ganfa 7 3 xfwmw T d@a
UESIEE IR CERE R HICITSEE T IE]
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® For a different translation, see the Rational Refutation, &c.
Pp- 43, 44, Ed.
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¢Subtile Elements’ and (2) the two sets of ¢ Organs” The
¢Subtile Elements’ are [those of] Sound, Touch, Colour,
Taste, and Smell. The two sets of ‘Organs,” through
their division into the external and the internal, are of
eleven kinds. The products of the ‘Subtile Elements’
are the five ‘Gross Elements.” But “Soul” is something
distinet from cither product or cause. Such is the class of
twenty-five, the aggregate of things. That is to say, be-
sides these there is nothing.!

d. He [next], in [several] aphorisms, declares the order
of the inferring? [of the cxistence of these principles, the
one from the other:

TRATARTHIIR 1| &R 11

Aph. 62. [The knowledge of the

The exisience of the  cxistence] of the five ¢ Subtile Ele-
“ Subtile Elements " 151n- . - . »
ferred from that of the ments’ is [by inferencc,] from the

e S}
7ross ‘Gross Elements.
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a. ‘The knowledge, by inference,’ so much is supplied,’
[to complete the aphorism, from Aph. 60].

b. Earth, &c., the < Gross Elements,” are proved to exist,
by Perception; [and] thereby [i. e., from that Perception ;
for Perception must precede Inference, as stated in Go-
tama’s 5th Aphorism,] are the ¢Subtile Elements’ in-
ferred, [the aTouyela aroiyeiwy of Empedocles]. And so the
application [of the process of inference to the case] is as
follows :

(1) The Gross Elements, or those which have not
reached the absolute limit [of simplification, or of the
atomic], consist of things [Subtile Eiements, or Atoms,]
which have distinct qualities; [the earthy element having
the distinctive quality of Odour; and so of the others]:

(2) Because they arc gross;

(3) [And everything that is gross is formed of some-
thing less gross, or, in other words, more subtile,] as jars,
webs, &c.;? [the gross web being formed of the less gross
threads ; and so of the others].

TRNTTOIT AHTREHTE 1 &3 11

Aph. 63. [The knowledge of the
Sl ™t o existence] of Self-consciousness is [by
inference, ] from the external and inter-

' AR AT TETAAA
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# In my MSS. of Aniruddha there is no < after %:- Ed.
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nal [organs], and from these [¢ Subtile Elements,” mentioned
in Aph. 62].

a. By inference from [the existence of] the external and
internal organs, and from [that of] these ¢ Subtile Ele-
ments,” thero is the knowledge of [the existence of such a
principle as] Self-consciousness.!

b. The application [of the process of inference to the
case] is in the following [somewhat circular] manner:

(1) The Subtile Elements and the Organs arc made up
of things consisting of Self-consciousness :

(2) Because they are products of Self-consciousness :

(3) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is not made out
of Self-consciousness] is not thus [i. ., is not a product of
Self-consciousness] ; as the Soul, [which, not being made
up thereof, is not a product of it].2

¢. But then, if it be thus [i. e., if it be, as the Sinkhyas
declare, that all objects, such as jars, are made up of
Self-consciousness, while Self-consciousness depends on
¢ Understanding,’ or  Intellect,” or ¢ Mind,” the first pro-
duct of ¢ Nature’ (see Aph. 61)], then [some may object,
that], since it would be the case that the Self-conscious-
ness of the potter is the material of the jar, the jur made
by him would disappear, on the beatification of the potter,
whose internal organ [or ¢ Understanding’] then surceases.

' qrangaTfafanTt aa-TRETe-
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And this [the objector may go on to say,] is not the case;
because another man [after the beatification of the potter,]
recognizes that ‘ This is that same jar' [which, you may
remember, was fabricated by our deccased acquatntance].

d. [In reply to this we say,] it is nof thus; because,
on one’s beatification, there is an end of only those modi-
fications of his internal organ [or ¢Tntellect’] which
could be causes [as the jar no longer can be,] of the
emancipated soul’s experiencing [cither good or ill], but not
an end of the modifications of intellect in general, nor
[an end] of intellect altogether:* [so that we might
sparc ourselves the trouble of further argument, so f‘dr as
concerns the objection grounded on the assumption that
the intellect of the potter swrecases, on his beatification :
but we may go further, and admit, for the sake of argu-
ment, the surcease of the “intellect’ of the beatified potter,
without conceding any neeessity for the surcease of his
pottery. This alternative theory of the case may be stated
as follows] :

¢. Or [as Berkeley suggests, in his Principles of Human
knowledge, Ch. vi.], let the Self-consciousness of the Deity
be the cause why jars and the like [continue to exist], and

' A9 FEEREHCG qTUTETHAT-
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not the Self-consciousness of the potter, &c.,' [who may
lose their Self-consciousness, whereas the Deity, the sum
of all life, Hiranyagarbha (see Vediinta-sara, § 62), never
loses /s Self-consciousness, while aught living continues].

AATCHTUR 1l §3 1

Aph. 64. [The knowledge of the ex-
pilud thenee that of istence] of Intellect .is [by inference,]
from that [Self-consciousness, § 63].

a. That is to say : by inference from [the existence of]
‘that,” viz., Sclf-consciousness, which is a produet, there
comes the knowledge of Intellect ” (buddhi), the great
“inner organ’ (antahkarana), [hem-(\] called “ the great one”’
(mahat), [the existence of which is recognized] under the
character of the cause of this* [product, viz., Self-con-
sclousness .

b. And so the application [again rather circular, of the
process of inference to the case,| is as follows :
(1) The thing called Sclf-consciousness is made out of
the things that consist of the moods of judgment [or mind];
2) Because it is a thing which is a produet of judgment
8 Judg
[proceeding in the Cartesian order of cugito, ergo sum ; and]

' weifesafu fmmidat va
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(8) Whatever is not so [i. e., whatever is nof made out
of judgment, or mental assurance], is not thus [i. e., is not
a product of mental assurance]; as the Soul, [which is not
made out of this or of anything antccedent], &e.!

¢. Here the following reasoning is to be understood :
Every one, having first determined anything under a con-
cept [i. c., under such a form of thought as is expressed by
a general term; for example, that this which presents
itself is a jar, or a human body, or a possible action of one
kind or other], after that makes the judgment, ‘This is
I’ or ‘This ought to be done by me,” and so forth: so
much is quite settled; [and there is no dispute that the
fact is as here stated]. Now, having, in the present in-
stance, to look for some cause of the thing called ¢Self-
consciousness’ [which manifests itself in the various
judgments just referred to], since the relation of cause and
effect subsists between the two functions [the occasional
conception, and the subsequent occasionul judgment, which
is a function of Self-consciousness], it iy assumed, for sim-
plicity, merely that the relation of cause and effect exists
between the two substrata to which the [two sets of] func-
tions belong ; [and this is suflicient,] because it follows, as
a matter of course, that the occurrence of a function of the
effect must result from the occurrence of a finction of the
cause;* [nothing, according to the Sdnkhya, being in any
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product, except so far, and in such wise, as it preexisted in
the cause of that product].

aa: uzgﬁ: JRAR]

Aph. 65. [The knowledge of the exis-
o tence] of Nature is [by inference,] from
that [“ Intellect,” § 64].

And thence that
Nature.

a. By inference from [the existence of] ¢ that,’ viz., the
principle [of Intellect, termed], ¢ the Great one,” which is
a product, there comes the knowledge of [the existence of]
Nature, as [its] cause.!

b. The application [of the process of inference to the
case] is as follows:

(1) Intellect, the affections whereof are Pleasure, Pain,
and Dulness, is produced from something which has these
affections, [those of] Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness:

(2) Because, whilst it is a product [and must, thercfore,
have arisen from something consisting of that which
itself now consists of], it consists of Pleasure, Pain, and
Dulness; [and]
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(3) [Every product that has the affections of, or that
occasions, Pleasure, Pain, or Dulness, takes its rise in some-
thing which consists of these]; as lovely women, &e.!

¢. For an agreeable woman gives pleasure to her hus-
band, and, therefore, [is known to be mainly made up of,
or] partakes of the quality of ‘Goodness;’ the indiscreet
one gives pain to him, and, thercfore, partakes of the
quality of ¢ Foulness;” and she who is separated [and per-
haps forgotten,] occasions indifference, and so partakes of
the quality of ¢ Darkness.”

d. And the appropriate refutation [of any objection], in
this case, is [the principle], that it is fitting that the quali-
ties of the effect should be [in every case,] in conformity
with the qualities of the cause.®

¢ Now he states how, in a different way, we have [the
evidence of | inference for [the existence of ] Soul, which is
void of the relation of cause and eflect that has been men-
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tioned,! [in the four preceding aphorisms, as existing
between Nature and its various products]:

HEAUTAAT IR 1 & 1

Aph. 66. [The existence] of Soul [is

mf;ﬁ;;'ff'f’z;ﬁf”’ e inferred] from the fact that the com-

bination |of the principles of Nature

into their various effects] is for the suke of another [than

unintelligent Nature, or any of its similarly unintelligent
products].

a. *Combination,’ i. e., conjunction, which is the cause
[of all products; these resulting from the conjunction of
their constituent parts]. Since whatever has this quality,
as Nature,” Mind, and so on [unlike Soul, which is not
made up of parts], is for the sake of some other; for this
reason it is understood that Soul exists: such is the re-
mainder,* [required to complete the aphorism].

b. But the application [of the argument, in this particu-
lar case, is as follows]| :

(1) The thing in question, viz , Nature the ¢ Great one,’
with the rest [of the aggregate of the unintelligent], has,
as its fruit [or end], the [mundane] experiences and the
[cventuu]] Liberation of some other than itself :

' WY AATKRAEARCATINI  TRI
TR ATTATAATE |

* Here indicated by the adjective anyakta, ‘{le indiscrete.” Seo
Aph. 136 of this Book. Ed.
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(2) Because it is a combination [or compages] ;

(3) [And every combination,] as a couch, or a seat, or the
like, [is for another’s use, not for its own ; and its several
component parts render no mutual service].!

¢. Now, in order to establish that it is the cause of all
[ products], he establishes the efernity of Nature (prakyits):*

| AW ARAMTERHS g 1 &9 |

Araument fn e eter- Aph. 67. Since the root has no root,
ity of Nuture. the root [of all] is rootless.

a. Since “the root’ (mula),i.c., the cause of the twenty-
three principles, [ which, with Soul and the root itself, make
up the twenty-five realitics recognized in the Sankhya,]
“has no root,” i.e., has no cause, the root,” viz., Nature
(pradhdna), is ‘ rootless,” L.e., void of root. That is to say,
there 1s no other cause of Nature; because there would be

1 N . . N

naTe faarqres ngfaneies @a-

~ < . .
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fefau
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qureafa i

3 This seems to mean- ‘There being no root to a root, the root
[or radical principle, in the Sinkhya, ] is rootless.’

In several MSS. which I consulted in India I found the strange
ending : TG HRATATE i | The
reading iﬁ q\a Eq_c{m ‘
vool of roots, since it has no root, is rootless.” This is very like
saying that A=A. Fd.
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a regressus in infinitum,' [if we were to suppose another
cause, which, by parity of reusoning, would require
another cause ; and so on without end].

6. e states the argument [just mentioned] in regard
to this, [as follows] :*

uEdsaET uftfwefa sxmmEa &b
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The source of the preceding exposition T have not ascertained.
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Aph. 68. Even if there be a succes-
The employment of the  gion | there is a halt at some one point ;
term Primal Agency, or L.
Nature, is merely to d-  and o it is merely a name [that we
bar the 1egressus wn wnfi- : P .
et give to the point in question, when we
speak of the roof of things, under the

the name of ¢ Nature’].

a. Since there would be the fault of regressus in infi-
nitum, if there were a succession of causes,—another cause
of Nature, and another [cause] of that one, again,—there
must be, at last, a halt, or conclusion, at some one point,
somewhere or other, at some one, uncaused, efernal thing.
Therefore, that at which we stop is the Primal Agency
(pra-kriti); for this [word prakiiti, usually and coave-
niently rendered by the term Nalur(‘,] is nothing moro
than a sign to denote the cause which is the roof : such is
the meaning.!

b. But then [some Vedénti may object, according {o this
view of matters|, the position that there are just twenty-
five realities 13 not made out; for, in addition to* the
“ Indiscrete’ [or primal Natwre], which [according to you,]
is the cause of Mind,® another unintelligent principle,
named ‘Ignorance’ [see Vedinla-sira, § 21], presents

' IFATERI  qRgAfea i
YA SUAIRTITETATSHA THIH
femmafafed aftfrer vagae wfs-
wtfa | AT 3 vdFEE A7 wgfafifd
fe gmaTtwe agmEfAE: o

2 Read “in connexion with.” Jd.

3 Literally, instead of ‘Mind,’ “ the principle [termed] the Great
one. Kd.
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itself. Having pondered this doubt, he declares [as
follows] :!

|ETA: WAL 0 G Ul

Nature and Soul alike Aph. 69. Alike, in respect of Nature,
uncreated. and of both [Soul and Nature, is the
argument for the uncreated existence]?

a. In the discussion of the Primal Agent [Nature], the
cause which is the root [of all produects], the same side is
taken by us both, the asserter [of the Sdnkhya doctrine]
and the opponent [Veddnti]. This may be thus stated :
As there is mention, in Scripture, of the production of
Nature, so, too, is there of that of Iynorance, in such texts
as this, viz.: ‘This Ignorance, which has five divisions,
was produced from the great Spirit.” Ilence it must
needs be that a figurative production is intended to be
asserted, in respect of one of these [and not the literal pro-
duction of both ; else we should have no root at all]; and,
of the two, it is with Nature only that a figurative pro-
duction, in the shape of & manifestation through conjunc-
tion with Soul, &c., is congruous. A production [such as
that metaphorical onc here spoken of,] the characteristic
of which is conjunction is mentioned ; for therc is mention

1 o ha ha
79 wfgnfaqeaifa Auwad #g-
o
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? This is Dr. Ballantyne's revised translation, suggested by a
remark of Vijnina, quoted and translated below, in 5. The rendering
now replaced runs: *Alike [is the opinion] of both [of us], in respect

of Nature.” The side-note was formerly correspondent to a., viz.:
* He meets a Vodantic objection.’ Ed.
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of [such] a figurative origination of Soul and Nature, in a
passage of the Kaurma [ Purina], beginning, ‘Of action
{or the Primal Agency], and knowledge [or Soul]” and
so on. And, as there is no mention, in Scripture, of the
origin of Ignorance, as figurative, i¢ is not from eternity.
And Ignorance, which consists of false knowledge, has
been declared, in un aphorism of the Yoga, to be [not a
separate entity, but] ‘un affection of the mind” Hence
there is no increase to the [list of the twenty-five] Realities,'
[in the shape of a twenty-sixth principle, to be styled
gnorance].

4. Or [according to another, and more probable, inter-
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pretation of the aphorism,] the meaning is this, that the
argument is the same in support of both, i.e., of both Soul
and Nature: such is the meaning.!

¢. But then, there being [as has been shown,] a mode of
arriving, by inference, at [a knowledge of the saving truth
in regard to] Nature, Soul, &c., whence is it that reflexion,
in the shape of discrimination [hetween Soul and Nature],
does not take place in the case of a/Z [men]? Inregard to
this point, he states [as follows]:*

wfumrf@faum faaa: 1 o 0

lAIl do mot profit ty Aph. 70. There is no rule [or neces-

the saving truth ; because . .

v ,,n)'fj the /,,,,.',’2_,,74 sity, that a// should arrive at the truth];

of people that are fully  hecyuse those who are privileged [to

amenable to reason. . . . X
engage in the inquiry] are of three

descriptions.

a. For those privileged [to engage in the inquiry] are
of three descriptions, through their distinction into those
who, in reflecting, are dull, mediocre, and best. ~ Of these,
by the dull the [Sankhya] arguments are frustrated [and
altogether set aside], by means of the sophisms that have
been uttered by the Buuddhas, &c. By the mediocre they
[are brought into doubt, or, in other words,] are made to
appear as if therc were equally strong arguments on the
other side, by mcans of urguments which really prove the
reverse [of what these people employ them to prove], or by
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arguments which are not true: [see the scetion on Fallucies
in the Tarka- sangraha). But it is only the lest of those
privileged, that reflect in the manner that has been set
forth [in our exposition of the process of reflexion which
leads to the discriminating of Soul from Nature]: such is
the import. But there is no rule that e/ must necds
reflect in the manner so set forth: such is the literal
meaning.}

b. He now, through two uphorimns, defines ‘the Great
one’ and ‘Self-consciousness’;? [the reader being pre-
sumed to remember that Nature consists of the three
“ Qualities’ in equipoise, and to be familiar with the other
principles, such as the < Subtile clements’ (see §61)]:

AETIAATH F1Y qa-HA: 1 99 |

Aph. T1. The first product [of the
W’:-Z ’ 1"}‘,,'”:6',"”" ome ' Primal Agent, N ‘tltur(ﬂ, which is called
“the Great one,” is Mind.

a. ‘Mind’ (manas). “Mind’ [is so called], because its
function is ‘thinking’ (manana). By ¢thinking’ is here
meant ‘judging’ (uischaya). That of which this is the func-

' qaq ﬁg waanwaa fafaur =3-
fumfim: | a9 ARAEIAFFARCTATAA
A | nmﬁfassmfa% wefafe-
arfq fiwet | SemfiafoarRa gadan
RAAfAfg A9 | gIWRS H‘iﬁﬁ?ﬂ HAA-
f‘anﬁr AETY: 1

" AEHWT WEUATE GIANATA |
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tion is ‘intellect’ (buddhi); and ¢hat is the first product,
that called ¢ the Great one’ (mahat) : such is the meaning.!

FTTAISTRTT | 92 I

The relation of Self- Aph. 72. ¢ Self-consciousness’ is that
consewousness to Muel. which is subsequent [to Mind.]

a. ‘Self-consciousness,” the function of which is a con-
ceit [that ¢ I exist,” ¢ I do this, that, and the other thing’],
is thut which is subsequent: that is to say, ¢ Sell-conscious-
ness ’ is the next after  the Great one’* [§71].

b. Since ¢ Self-consciousness’ is that whose function is a
conceit [which brings out the Eyo,in every case of cog-
nition, the matter of which cognition would, else, have lain
dormant 1n the bosom of Nature, the formless Objective],
it therefore follows that the others [among the phenomena
of mundane existence, ] are cffects of this [Sclf-conscious-
ness|; and so he declares [as follows] 3

‘wa Hfa | AAgfEE A ARRES
frma: . agfra afs | wreeawmi
Frafag: o

' wEERIsfATE A eraw AT Ag-
ATSAAUSETRIT TAY: |

' g shAmgfaasERTUsaRTRaN-
eI AR |



90 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

ArFARHALEE ' 1 63 1

w Aph. 73. To the others it belongs
p products, save .. |
Mund, reslt fiom Self- to be products thereof, [i.e., of Self-
CMSCIIUSNENS .

consciousness].

a. “To be products thereof,” i.e., to be products of Self-
consciousness : that is to say, the fuct of being products
thereof belongs to the others,” the eleven ‘Organs’ (indriya),
the five “ Subtile elements,” and, mediately, to the [gross]
Elements, also, the products of the Subtile elements.®

b. Bat then, if it be thus [some one may say]. you relin-
quish your dogma, that Nature is the cause of the whole
world. Therefore he declares [as follows]:*

NIRAT agra TICHASATAT | 98 |

! Instead of wqi, which seems to be peculiar to Vijnéna,
~ .
Aniruddha and others have the preferable lection Y~ QYL Ed.

N -
* To render RYRYYT. Paragraph a is taken, with slight

alterations at the beginning and at the end, from Aniruddha., £d
! FRTARHE R AT A A THRIER g aT-
T U FHTTIW AW TFATAFEATAL-
Afy yaTat arraEiAGY: |
‘99 359 afd AUTH gawrRTatatd
fagraafaa =
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Aph. 74. Moreover, mediately,
Nature, immediately ~ through that [i.e., the ¢ Great one’

the cause of Mind, 1s, N ) .
medalely, the cause of (§ 71)]: the first [cau.\e, viz., Nature,]

ull other products. is the cause [of all products]; as is the
case with the Atowms, [the causes,
though not the immediate causes, of jars, &e.].

a. ‘Moreover, mediately,” i.c., moreover, not in the
character of the immediate cause, the first,” i.e., Nature,
is the cause of ‘Self-consciousness’and the rest, [ mediately, ]
through ¢ the Great one’ and the rest; as, in the theory of
the Vaiseshikas, the Atoms are the cause of a jar, or the
like, only [mediately, | through combinations of two atoms,
and s0 on : such is the meaning.!

0. But then, since, also, both Natute and Soul are eternal,
which of them is [really] the cause of the ereation’s com-
meneing ? In regard to this, he declares |as follows]:?

TITTIR FARFATH TTASAATATT: 19U
' arerrdsty wremeRqRSHATAL WE-
deqamearTtey weafearafa au IRfw-
FHASYAT wHfeRTar symfeRaad: |
* 7 ufqurarsafy fAmamgeri
FH FIUAAIT N2 |

* Slightly better, perhaps, than this reading is that of Aniruddha :

“mﬁﬂliaﬁ‘ ﬁuﬁaﬁa@ﬁmmatﬁm | Ani
ruddha’s explanation heve follows . q\éqlfaﬁqm
FTCH fF Tragafaianat NS T
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Aph. 75. While both [Soul and Na-
ture] are antecedent [to all products],
since the one [viz., Seul,] is devoid [of
this character of being a cause], it is applicable [only] to
the other of the two, [viz., Nature].

Why Nuture is the
sole cause.

a. That is to say: “ while both,” viz., Soul and Nature,
are preexistent to every product, still, “ since the one,’ viz.,
Soul, from the fact of its not being moditied [into any-
thing else, as clay 1s modified into a j:n'], must be “devoid,’
or lack the nature of a cause, ‘it is applicable,” i.e., the
nature of a cause must belong, to the ofker of the two.!

b. But then [some one may say], let Aloms alone be
causes; since there is no dispute [that t/ese are causal].
In reply to this, he says:*

uftfes 7 garma=A 1 9% 0

- GRSt e |
FATSTAT VAR FICARANIT: | 2.
'TART dnARfEsERTaaiaRsa-
FE TRRETUwAET T S
TAHAIAT YT FITATHAT TID: |
' FAfAATAATYAR Fruaaf-
Td |2

8 Aniruddha has, according to both my MSS., tlﬁ Im‘
d, Ed
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Why the theory of o Aph. 76. What is limited cannot be

plastic Nature 1s prefer-  the substance of all [things].
able tu that of Atoms. . . e s
a. That which is limited cannot be

the substance of all [things]; as yarn cannot be the
[material] causc of a jar. Therefore it would [on the
theory suggested,] be necessary to mention separate causes
of [all] ihings severally; and it is simpler to assume a
single cause. Therefore Nature alone is the cause. Such
is the meaning.!

b. He alleges Seripture in support of this:®

agaraga= I 99 1

Aph. 77. And [the proposition that
Nature is the cause of all is proved]
from the text of Scripture, that the
origin [of the world] is therefrom, [i.e., from Nature|.

Seripture declures in
Savour of the theory.

a. An argument, in the first instance, has been sct forth
[in § 76; for, till argument fails him, no one falls back
upon authority].  Scripture, morcover, declures that
Nature is the cause of the world, in such terms as, ¢ From
Nature the world arises,” &e.*

'qoffes | ama‘fuma’ 9T 7 T
T FICWH | TEHATIALITAT GUFIIRITY
TRTRATFCTA = STITH | FERTEAYI-
a@a FARTARD: |

* s wfd qnafa o
* gfweramrsn | gfadty T -
imnramrg AYTATSETAA a0
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b. But then [some one may say], a jar which ante-
cedently did not exist is seen to come into existence. Let,
then, anfecedent non-existence be the cause [of each product];
since this is an invariable antecedent, [and, hence, a cause ;
‘the invariable antecedent Dbeing denominated a cause,’
if Dr. Brown, in his 6th lecture, is to be trusted]. To
this he replies :

amgﬁr aggfafa: 1 ok

Aph. 78, A thing is not made out

Ex wihalo nilil fi. .
e wbrlo aikl A of nothing.

a. That is to say : it is not possible that out of nothing,
1.c., out of a mnonentity, a thing should be made, i.e., an
entity should arise. If an entity were to arise out of a
nonentity, then, since the character of u cause is visible in
its product, the world, also, would be unrcal: such is the
meaning.?

6. Let the world, too, be unreal : what harm is that to
us? [If any ask this,] he, therefore, declares [as follows] :*

FATUTCGERITUAIATE ATTEAA 1 §e U

' A9 WTTEAT 9T WA gwaa | fAaa-
T AR FCURTEEST HIE |

' wagAIsAraRgfafeiETEtad @9
T | IPATATRTATI A E e
a4 gedd ¥ wrarsTaR wfewd: |

' yaq Fewag & A1 nfafea el
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Aph.79. It [the world] is not unreal ;
Reasons why the world  hecause there is no fact contradictory
1s not to be supposed un- . . o . ¥
veul. [to its reality], and because it is not
the [false] result of depraved causes,

[leading to a belief in what ought not to be believed].

a. When therc is the notion, in regard to a shell [of a
pearl-oyster, which sometimes glitters like silver], that it
is silver, its being silver is contradicted by the [subsequent
and more correct] cognition, that this is not silver. But,
in the case in question [that of the world regarded as a
reality], no one ever has the cognition, ¢ This world is no¢
in the shape of an entity,” by which [cognition, if any one
ever really had such,] its being an entity might be op-
posed.!

0. And it is held that that is false which is the result
of a depraved cause ; e.g., some one’s cognition of a [white]
conch-shell as yellow, through such a fault as the jaundice,
[which depraves his eye-sight]. But, in the case in ques-
tion, [that of the world regarded as a reality], there is no
such [temporary or occasional] depravation [of the senscs];
because all, at all times, cognize the world as a reality.
Therefore the world is »o¢ an unreality.?

' w1 Wafafa ;19 A wafAfa -
ARAAAY: | | AT A HTa%y Ffefa
FRTTY J17 I ATIRAATE: W U

! RO fAmaaT = a91 F1-
AsfeRrarefiangse F=fed | o9 @
WA |99 G997 9= qursta |
qEATTAE FeTrefa |
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¢. But then [some one may suggest], /¢ a nonentity be
the [sabstantial] cause of the world; still the world will
not [necessarily, therefore,] be unrcal. In regard to this,
he declares [as follows]:!

W13 qETiE afefetird aenTaTEREET
afmafg: 1 o

Aph. 80. Tf it [the substantial cause,]

The product of some- e an entity, then this would be the
thang 1s somethwny ; and :

that of nothang, nothamg.  case, [that the produet would be an

entity], from its union [or identity]

therewith ; [but] if [the cause be] a nonentity, then how

could it possibly be the case [that the product would be

real], since if is a nonentity, [like the cause with which it

is united, in the relation of identity] ?

a. If an entity were the substantial cause [of the world],
then, since [it is a maxim that] the qualities of the cause
present themselves in the product, “this would be the
case,” i.e., it would be the case that the product was real,
“because of union therewith,” i.e., because of the union [of
the product] with the reality [which is its substratum].
[But,] since, [by parity of reasoning], if u nonentity [were
the substantial cause], the world would be a nonentity,
then, by rcason of its being a nonentity, i.e., by reason of
the world’s being [on that supposition,] necessarily a non-
entity, [like its supposed cause], how could this be the case,’
[that it would be rea/]?

| T AT AT A7 T
ar wfawdifa | a0
" STAAR IR a3
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b. But then [a follower of the Mimdnsd may say], since
[it would appear that] nonentity can take no shape but
that of nonentity, let works alone be the cause of the
world. What need have we of the hypothesis of ‘Nature’?
To this he replies :'

A FAT IATETATATIA” I 69

Aph. 81, Noj; for works are not
Action cannot serveas gdapted to be the substantial cause [of
a substratum.
any product].

a. Granting that ¢ the unseen’ [merit or demerit arising
from actions] may be an instrumental cause, [in bringing
about the mundane condition of the agent], yet we never
sce merit or demerit in the character of the substantial
cause [of any product] : and our theories ought to show
deference to our experience. ¢ Nature’ is to be accepted ;
because Liberation arises [sec § 56,° and § 83,] from dis-
cerning the distinction between Nuture and the Soul.t

TR ATFATA qfafs: FraQ agEfae-
fe: | M FTATMTAR TEATATTEIRT-
RSIELERIE |G R EIERG

' AR TIEMTIETAHT  FITRRT-
w| | & memsAaEa wE
? qmﬂr&[ma\ is the lection accepted by Vij-

néus, and by him only. Id.

8 1t is the bracketed Aph. 56, at p. 58, supra, that is here re-
ferred to.  Bd.

‘fafrd arumgeRy  wANRTGY-
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4. But then [some one may say], since Liberation can
be attained by undertaking the things directed by the
Veda, what occasion is there for [our troubling ourselves
about] Nature 2 To this he replics :!

Arpfaaefu afefs: arasarafamm-
TURATEAH Il b2 1

Aph. 82. The accomplishment there-

,.1,[,\.‘:,{Z;[Z;nri;uﬁ%f/f:;»l;f of [i.e., of Liberufion,] is not, more-

vances. over, through Scriptural rites: the

chief end of man does not consist in

this [which is gained through such means]; becanse, since

this consists of what is accomplished through aets, [and

is, therefore, a product, and not eferual |, there is [still left

impending over the ritualist,] the liability to repetition of
births.

a. “Scriptural means,” such as sacrifices, [are so called],
because they are heard from [the mouth of the instructor
in] Scripture.  Not therchy, morcover, is ¢ the accomplish-
ment thereof,” Le., the accomplishment of Liberation;
“because one 1s liable to repetition of births, by reason of
the fact that it [the supposed Liberation,] was accom-
plished by means,” i.e., because the [thus far] liberated

AR 7 Fage s fg gurgar
Wwa wafa ngfageafaaaearafs
fefa wgpfashta

'R SRNTEERT gfwea
WAGET WE
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[soul] is still liable to repetition of births,' inasmuch as
this [its supposed Liberation,] is not efernal, [ just] because
it is {the result of] acts. For this reason, the chief end of
man does not consist in this,? [which is gained through
ritual observances].

b. 1e shows what does constitute the chief end of man :*
ax wRfeaseraTgiafa: | 3 0

Aph. 83. There is Scripture for it,

In reqard tothe attain- . . ..
went of the chufend o that he who has attained to discrimina-
man, the Scrpture con- o : o T 3 1 N .
i e Sty UM, N regard to thesf‘,‘[l‘c.,‘N"Ltum
and Soul], has no repetition of births.

«. “In regard to these,” i.e., in regard to Nature and
Soul, of him who has attained to discrimination, there is a
text declaring, that, in consequence of his knowledge of
the distinction, there will be no repetition of births; the
text, viz., ¢ Ile does not return again,’* &e.’

! Literally, “liable fo return to mundane existence.”  Jid.

' FEreaa TArAfaa awife: | -
wefy 7 afeferrgfats: amasaafs-
ANTHARATTAIRFA®E 94 QR0
faam: | qERRTREIEA U

' gRRTYR gRAfd |

* Compare the Chhdndogya Upanishad, viii., xv. 12d.

' aY mgfageudn wiwfaawa faas-
SreATfEEfa: | @ ® gAuada
wfa:
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{. He states an objection to the opposite view :!
o -~ -
ST FAIHIRAR AR 0 E8 1

Aph. 84. From pain [occasioned, e. g.,
Pain cun lead only o $0 victims in sacrifice,] must come pain
pn, not to liberation . . .
Jrom at. [to the sacrificer, and not /Jiberation
from pain]; as there is not relief from
chilliness, by affusion of water.

a. If Liberation were to be effected by acts, [such as
sacrifices], then, since the acts involve a variety of pains,
Liberation itself [on the principle that every effect in-
cludes the qualities of its cause,] would include a variety of
pains; and it would be a gricf, from the fact that it must
eventually end : for, to onc who is distressed by chilliness
the affusion of water does not bring liberation from his
chilliness, but, rather, [additional] chilliness.*

b. But then [some one may say], the fact that the act
is productive of pain is not the motive [to the performance
of sacrifice]; but the [real] reason is this, that the uct is
productive of things desirable. And,in accordance with this,
there is the text, ‘By means of acts [of sacrifice] they
muy partake of immortality,” &. To this he replies:*

' faue ErEATE |

* gfe FARTAT ATHT HARATAT TG
AATATRISH R W iAW
aifa 3§ Wy TR AreRfaAE
SN ERTIRYT AR
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FrAsHRSTA FraETfaRaTg 0 by

Aph. 85. [Liberation cannot arise
eJ’Z;ﬁngsz of the  from acts]; because, whether the end
w0 difference 1z regard_ be something desirable, or undesirable,
ﬁ'hjfibz};ﬁ,‘j;“,f;",f:,,;f [and we admit that the motive of the

sacrifice is not the giving pain to the
vietim], this makes no difference in regard to its being
the result of acts, [and, therefore, not cternal, but tran-

sitory].

. Grant that pain is not what is [intended] to be
accomplished by works done without desire, [on the part
of the virtuous sacrificer], still, though there is a difference
[as you contend,] between [an act done to secure] some-
thing enjoyable and an act done without reference to
enjoyment, this makes no difference with respect to the
fact of the Liberation’s being produced by acts, [which, I
repeat, permanent Liberation cannot be]: there must still
again be pain; for it [the Liberation supposed to have
been attained through works,] must be perishable, because
it is a production. The text which declares that works
done without desire are instruments-of Liberation has
reference to knowledge, [which, I grant, may be gained by
such means]; and Liberation comes through knowledge;
8o that these [works] are instruments of Liberation

WERETAN 3| aWr ¥ wfd e
AR a | a0

! The reading of Aniruddha, according to my MSS., is Sh[~

_ratAsfy. e
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mediately :1 [but you will recollect that the present inquiry
regards the immediate cause].

b. [But then, some ono may say], supposing that
Liberation may take place [as you Saukhyas contend,]
through the knowledge of the distinction between Nature
and Soul, still, since, from the perishableness fof the
Liberation effected by #his means, as well as any other
means], mundane life may return, we arc both on an
equality, [we, whose Liberation you Sankhyas look upon
as transitory, and you Sankhyas, whose Liberation we,
again, look upon as being, by parity of reasoning, in much
the same predicament].  To this he replics:2

frsme arraAT W A ARTARI LS

' Ay afaswRaEaT g qarfo S
fasarasafaiusty A sRamafe:
fré araErgfass gady g @ |
fremmaaa ArgaTEEgia: T S
19 ATy Ifq TREET ATEmTYEEH |

' afe vafauRafqasqrETAeT HaE-
aifa gfarety @6 W raaE-
fama iz 0

3 Dr. Ballantyne, on republishing tho Sinkkya Aphorisms in the
Bibliotheca Indica, adopted the genuine reading, mam;

instead of that given above, which I find, indeed, in the Seramporé
edition of the Sénkhya-pravachana-bhdshya, but in no MS. He
ought, however, at the same time, to have altered his translation
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Aph. 86, Of him who is essentially
liberated, his bonds having absolutely
perished, it [i.e., the fruit of his saving
knowledge,] is absolute: there is no parity [between his
case and that of him who relies on works, and who may
thereby secure a temporary sojourn in Paradise, only to
return again to earth].

The right means effect
Liberation once for dll.

a. Of him ‘who is essentially liberated,” who, in his very
essence, is free, there is the destruction of bondage. The
bond [see § 56,'] is Non-discrimination [between Nature
and Soul]. By the removal thereof there is the destruc-
tion, the annihilation, of Non-discrimination: and how is
it possible that there should again be a return of the mun-
dane state, when the destruction of Non-discrimination is
absolute? Thus there is no [such] similarity,* [between
the two cases, as is imagined, by the objector, under § 85..].

b. It has been asserted [in § 61,] that there is a class of
twenty-five [things which are realities]; and, since these
cannot be ascertained [or made out to be frue], except by

which, in conformity with the unadulterated text, might have run
somewhat as follows: ¢Of him who is, in himself, liberated all ex-
tinction of bondage is final,” &e. Such is the interpretation which,
on comparison of the various commentaries, seems to be the most

eligible. Ed,

1 This is the Aphorism bracketed at p. 58, supra. Id.

* e B TIAE SR | A
st | afstuafaasaar ame | wfe3-
FNTD ¥ WARATGT: HHIE GAUEa-
afafa 7 ww=w 0



104 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

proof, therefore he displays this ;! [i.e., he shows what he
means by proof] :

TAREE raEfagerauttafa: wn
TETYFAH 9 I 69 N

Aph. 87. The determination of some-
thing not [previously] lodged in both
[the Soul and the Intellect], nor in one
or other of them, is ‘right notion” (prama). What is, in
the highest degree, productive thereof [i.e., of any given
‘right notion ’], is that; [i.e., is what we mean by proof,
or evidence, (pramana)].

a. ‘Not lodged,” i.e., not deposited in ‘one rightly
cognizing’ (pramdtri); in short, not previously known.
The ¢determination,” i.e., the ascertainment [or right
apprehension] of such a thing, or reality, is ¢ right notion ’;
and, whether this be an affection ©of both,’ 1.¢e., of Intellect,
and also of Soul [as some hold that it is], or of only one or
other of the two, [as others hold,] either way, ¢ what is, in
the highest degree, productive ’ of this ‘ right notion’ is
[what we term proof, or] evidence, (pramdna) : such is the
definition of evidence in gencral; [the definition of its
several species falling to be considered hereafter] : such is
the meaning.*

' g=fanfain g+ afefew 7 wa-
w7 faafa agnafa

* Nigeéa has FTHO. Ed.

3 Some MSS. have the inferior reading ~FTH{&, Fd.

' gwifge: wATAaATRRTSAfwa ¥fd

What is meant by evi-
dence.
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b. It is with a view to the exclusion of Memory, Error,
and Doubt, in their order, that we cmploy [when speaking
of the result of evidence,] the expressions ¢ not previously
known’ [which excludes things remembered], and ‘ reality’
[which excludes mistakes and fancies], and ¢ discrimina-
tion,”! [which excludes doubt].

¢. In regard to this [topic of knowledge and the sources
of knowledge], if ‘right notion,” is spoken of as located in
the Soul [sec § 87. a.], then the [proof, or] evidence is an
affection of the Intellect. 1f [on the other hand, the ‘right
notion ’ is spoken of as]located in the Intellect, in the
shape of an affection [of that the affections of which are
mirrored by the Soul], then it [the proof, or evidence, or
whatever we may choose to call that from which ‘ right
notion ’ results,] is just the conjunction of an organ [with
its appropriate object; such conjunction giving rise to
sense-perception], &e.  But, if both the Soul’s cognition
and the affections of the Intellect are spoken of as [cases
of] “right notion,” then both of thesc aforesaid [the affec-
tion of the Intellect, in the first case, and the conjunction
of an organ with its appropriate object, &e., in the other

A | TR g aifafewe
YRW 91 @1 9 FATESURRARA uH
Wag fodi IFAEATIRAAT TR FATA
THYFAH dHAITTATT TRTOEATEAS-
Tfagg: |

' wfemavasEEE sRuEfeTT Ifa
IFH IWIURTfAfq o
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case,] are [to receive the name of] proof (pramdna)., You
are to understand, that, when the organ of vision, &e., are
spoken of as ‘cvidence,’ it is only as being mediately® [the
sources of right knowledge].

d. How many [kinds of] proofs [then,] are there? To
this he replics :*

fafnd oard’ afesr aafestifusfa-
f&: u kb

Aph. 88. Proof is of three kinds:
There are three kinds  there is no cstablishment of more;
of evidence. . .
because, if these be established, then
all [that is true] can be established [by onc or other of
these three proofs].

a. “ Proof is of three kinds;” that is to say, ‘ perception’

'ww afe wAwY W gRafweRwd
aer afegfedas warwm | afe gfsfae
Ffewd aq adfgadfranfea afe q
urevgaTr  qfegfaamania  wRed
ARANTR WATY wafa | wegufey wrn-
THFRIC WULAAfq IR 1

* gfq wTUIHTET R |

3 So reads Aniruddha; but Vijnina, Néigesa, and Vedanti
Mahédeva end the cighty-seventh Aphorism with these two words.
Hence : “ That which is, in the highest degree, productive thereof is
proof, of three kinds.” Ed.
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(pratyaksha), ‘ the recognition of signs’ (anumdna), and
¢ testimony ’ ($abda), are the [three kinds ot | proofs.!

0. But then [some one may incline to say], let ‘com-
parison”’ [which is reckoned, in the Nyaya, a specifically
distinct source of knowledge], and the others [such as
¢ Conjecture,” &c., which are reckoned, in like manner, in
the Miménsa], also be instruments of right knowledge, [as
well as these three]. in [the matter of ] tho discriminating
of Nature and Soul: he therefore says, ‘ because, if these
[three] be established,” &e. And, since, if there be the
three kinds of proof established,” cverything [that is really
true] can be established [by mecans of them], there is no
establishment of more;’ no addition to the proofs can be
fairly made out; because of the cumbrousness [that sins
against the philosophical maxim, that we are not to assume
more than is necessary to account for the case] : such is
the meaning.?

¢. For the same reason, Manu, also, has laid down only
a triad of proofs, where he says [sce the Institutes, Ch.
xii,, v. 105] : ¢ By that man who secks a distinet knowledge
of his duty, [these] three [sources of right knowledge]
must be well understood, viz., Perception, Inference, and
Scriptural authority in its various shapes [of legal institute,

' fefed wArfafa weerEET
TR G: |
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&c.]” And ¢ Comparison,” and  Tradition ’ (aitikya), and
the like, are included under Inference and Testimony ; and
¢ Non-perception ’ (anupalabdli) and the like are included
under Perception ;' [for the non-perception of an absent
jar on a particular spot of ground is nothing else than the
perception of that spot of ground without a jar on it].

d. He [next] states the definitions of the varieties® [of
proof, having already (§87) given the gencral definition] :

‘TRaE @RIRUEE fagtd amd-
TA 1 ke

Aph. 89. Derception (pratyaksha) is
that discernment which, being in con-
junction [with the thing perceived], portrays the form
thereof.

a. ‘Being in conjunction,’ literally,] ¢ existing in con-

Perception defined.

' WA TF A FRATAIIAGIAIEH |
TAWATAT ¥ Wt 9 fafaurmm . v9
gfafed @i vanfemfwafa) swre-
faandai SrRTATRAT: FANTSTURAT
&A1 9wy waw Hfq

! faqusgTETR |

 Aviraddha has YRTATEAE A0, yielding * deter

mined by,’ &c., instead of ¢ being in,’ &c. Ed.

* Vedinti Mahadeva has JRAAR] (). Ed.
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junction;’ ‘portrays the form thereof,” i.e., assumes the
form of the thing with which it is in conjunction [as water
assumes the form of the vessel into which it is poured] ;
what ¢ discernment,’ or affection of the Intellect, [does ¢4is],
that [affection of the Intellect (see Yoga Aphorisms, I.,
§5 and §8.5.)]is the evidence [called] Perception : such is
the meaning.!

b. But then, [some one may say,] this [definition of
Perception (§89)] does not extend [as we conceive it
ought, and presume it is intended, to do,] to the perception,
by adepts in the Yoga, of things past, future, or concealed
[by stone walls, or such intervening things as interrupt
ordinary perception]; because there is, here, no ¢ form of
the thing, in conjunction’ [with the mind of him who per-
ceives it, while absent] : having pondered this doubt, he
corrects it by [stating, as follows,] the fact, that this [super-
natural sort of perception] is not what he intends to de-
fine :

AFATATAAIENETR 274 1l eo ||
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T it ot to Ap.lz.‘ 90. It 'is not a fault [in the
te bamed, thogh it definition, that it does not apply to the
;’:‘;’L‘f]fnz:‘s 1‘;7“1/1,’/1”’;\["’3’ perceptions of adepts in the Yoga];

because that of the adepts in the Yoya
is not an exfernal perception,

a.That is to say: it is only sense-perception that is
to be here defined ; and the adepts of the Yoga donot per-
ceive through the external [organs of sense]. Therefore there
is no fault [in our definition]; i.c., there is no fuilure to
include the perceptions of these;' [because there is no
intention to include them].

b. [But, although this reply is as much as the objector
has any right to expeet,] he states the real justification®
[of the definition in question]:

S AFRRATTATIETAIRITE: | eq |

Aph. 91, Or, there is no fault

Bu the defimten [y the definition], because of the
does apply to the percep- . ) . . 3
trons of the mystic. conjunction, with causal things, of
thut [mystical mind] which has at-

tained exaltation.!

! gfeqFuARAAIY W' AT
UNIRS | AT A ST A ATHARSHTH-
fwa: o

* JTEdd FATYTAATE U

3 Thus Vijnina and Vedinti Mahddeva. Anirnddba bhas -H-
FATT QI|:. Tho reading of Nigeia is FARTT A
W

4 For the term atisaya, again rendered, in the next page, by
¢ exaltation,’ vide infra, p. 116, note 4. KEd.
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a. Or, be it so that the perception of the Yogi, also,
shall be the thing to be defined ; still there is no fault [in
our definition, § 89]; it does not fail to extend [to this,
also]; since the mind of the Yoy, in the cxaltation gained
from the habitude produced by concentration, does come
into conjunction with things [as existent] in their causes,"
[whether or not with the things as developed into products
pereeptible by the external senses].

b. Ilere the word rendered causal’ (/ina) denotes the
things, #of in conjunction [with the senses], alluded to by
the objector [in §89.0.]; for we, who assert that effects
exist [from eternity, in their causes, before taking the shape
of effects, and, likewise, in these same causcs, when again
resolved into their causes], hold that even what is past,
&e., still essentially exists, and that, hence, its conjunction
[with the mind of the mystic, or the clairvoyant,] is pos-
sible.?

¢. But then, [some one may suy,]

Olgection, that the de- . . e
fimtton does wot apply o SUIL this [detinition] does not extend to
f/’[m’jf“l"'“"’ o e the Lord’s perceptions; because, since
these are from cverlusting, they can-

' W Ay ARty weg qufy |
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not result from [emergent] conjunction. To this he re-

plies !
Tyafas: 1 e

Aph. 92. [This objection to the de-
JThat any CLord”  ginition of Perception has no f ;
extsts is not proved. P as no Orce] )
because it is not proved that there

1s a Lord (i$wara).

a. That there is no fault [in the definition of Perception],
because there is no proof that there is a Lord, is supplied?
{from § 90].

b. And this demurring to there being any ‘Lord’is
merely in accordance with * the arrogant dictum of [certain]
partisans [who hold an opinion not recognized by the ma-
jority]. Therefore, it is to be understood, the expression
employed is, ‘because it is nofé prored that there is a
Lord,” but not the expression, “ because there is no Lord.

'qq quTdREsaRE faws-
AR fAsaTET | YR
! §t HRTUMTATERTY IRAAaa N

3 Rather, ‘ And this [mere] taking exception to a Lord is ex-
pressly owing to,” &c. The aphorist would not be confounded
with those who denied what he waited to sce evidenced. The attitude
which he assumed is that of suspense of judgment on the point of
theism, as against the positiveness of the professed atheist. Vijndna, here

followed, then goes on to say: AR gﬁm@-

-
W | “For, otherwise[i. e., if the aphorist had been atheistic],
it would have been explicitly declared, Because of the non-existence of

a Lord.

Ed.
* i SwTHiaRY TERAT RreaeAs
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¢. But, on the implication® that there is a  Lord,” what
we mean to speak of [1n our definition of Perception, (§89),]
is merely the being of the [sume] kind with what is pro-
duced by conjunction® [of a sense-organ with its object;
and the perceptions of the “Lord’ may be of the same
kund with such perceptions, though they were not to come
from the same source). .

d. aving pondered the doubt, ¢ Zfow should the Lord
not be proved [to exist] by the Scripture and the Law,
[which declare his existence|?” he states a dilemma which
excludes [this]

AHRATATTHIAUATAT afrafa: | e3 |

Aph. 93. [And, further,] it is not

Adidemmastocxclude —yp0ved that he [the ¢ Lord,] exists;
proof that there s any . .
CLord.! because [whoever exists must be either

free or bound; and], of free und
bound, he can be neither the one nor the other.

a. The ¢ Losd’ whom you imagine, tell us,is he free
from troubles, &c. P Or is he in bondage through these ?

fa | s vawofasfegs 7 daceaar-
fefa araaA a

1 Rather, ‘the view being accepted’ (abhyupagame).

" IquguA q EfsawARTdEEa
faafaan
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Since he is not, cannot be, either the one or the other, it
is not proved that there is a ¢ Lord :” such is the meaning.!

b., He explains this very point :*

SHIUTIEHTAH' || 8 |

G Hhe ,
Tie foree of the Aph. 14 [I‘}o'cuuse,] either way, he
delemmna, would be ineflicient.

a. Since, if he were free, he would have no desires, &e.,
which [as compulsory motives,] would instigate him to
create ; and, if he were bound, he would be under delu-
sion; he must be [on cither alternative,] unequal to the
creation, &e.! [of this world].

. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the case,
what becomes of the Scripture-texts which declare the
“Tord ? To this he replies:’

' $eptrshirna: fa Ffefimn ar aas
JT | JEaEEgATarRETTRRdafef-
J9q: N

i Ceirdl

3 The reading, in a later handwriting, of one of my MSS. of

Aniruddha is -Hﬁiﬁﬂ\. Id.
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HATHT: AvEr Iurat fagar’ ari ey o

Aph.95. [The Scriptural texts which
make mention of the ¢ Lord’ are]
cither glorifications of the liberated
Soul, or homages to the recognized® [deities of the Hindu

The import of the teals
whick speak of the* Lord.

pantheon].!

a. That is to say : accordingly as the case may be, some
text [among those in which the term ¢ Lord” oceurs, ] is
intended, in the shape of a glorification [of Soul], as the
¢ Lord,” [as Soul is held to be], merely in virtue of junction
[with Nature], to incite [tostill deeper contemplation], to
exhibit, as what is to be known, the liberated Soul, 1. ¢,
absolute Soul in general ; und some other text, declaratory,
for example, of creatorship, &e., preceded by resolution
[to ercate, is intended] to extol [and to purify the mind of
the contemplator, by enabling him to take a part in ex-
tolling] the eternity, &c., of the familiarly known* Brahma,

! Another reading, that of Nigesa and of Vedanti Mahideva,

an}QTo, malkes this word of the singular number. 0.
2 . . , .
Emmﬁ{m, a compound, is the reading ot Anirud tha,

followed by Vedanti Mahadeva. See t, below.  Fd.

3 In both places, siddha, * possessor of supernatwial powers’  Fd.

4 Aniraddha's exposition of this Aphotism is as follows -
MPATAHHRIHA I HHKHA! 7 q &
T T FRAFIAATIIT | armara -
frarRrmnmrg | Sureifess ) Surawar
wanfawgw AfArsfomfefoes nvar-



116 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

Vishnu, Siva, or other non-eternal ¢ Lord 3’ since these,
though possessed of the conceit [of individuality], &e., [and,
in so far, liable to perish], have immortality, &c., in a se-
condary sense ;' [seeing that the Soul, in every combina-
tion, is immortal, though the combination itself is not so}.

b. But then, [some one may say], even if it were thus [as
alleged under §95], what s heard in Scripture, [viz.], the
fact that it | viz., Soul] is the goeernor of Nature, &e., would
not be the case; for, in the world, we speak of govern-
ment in reference only to modifications [preceded and
determined] by resolutions [that so and so shall take place],
&e.  To this he replies *

-
WTHWRHT“FH | According to this, the term Hwara,
*mighty one,” *lowld,” is applied, by way of enlogy, either to a soul as
it were hberated, or to a person who, throngh devotion, has acquired
transeendent faculties, that is to say, the Yoy, Resolution, agent-
ship, and the like, ave impredieable of one absolutely liberated ; and
such a one, bemyg inert and napassive, cannot be intended by {Swara

fa power.”  Henee the expression, “as it were liberated.”  Also see,

for ativuya,—tianslated, above, ‘transcendent faculties,'—Book 1V,
Aph. 28 K.

' qurart sfsgfaR®i@ET: FasTE-
graEE  gaarfanam @fafurEwda
wfaeur gt Wfvw HFgATAY:
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aeifrurATefireTas wfwad 1 ek

Aph. 96. The governorship [thereof,
.c/,.‘:fftf,l-tf,’:.ﬁ.r ,’l’/";u’:/"’f Le., of ..Soul over Nature] is frox.n [its]
bt through provenaty. . proximity thereto, [not from its re-
solving to act thereon]; as is the case

with the gem, [the lodestone, in regard to iron].

a. If it were alleged that [its, Soul’s,] creativeness, or
lits] governorship, was through a sesolre [to create, or to
govern], then this objection [brought forward under § 95.
] would apply.  But [it is not so; for,] by us [Sankhyas,]
it is held that the Soul’s governorship, in the shape of
creatorship, or the like, is mercly from [its| prorunity
[to Nature]; “as is the ease with the [lodestonc] gem.”

b. As the gem, the lodestone, is attracted by iron
merely by proximity, without resolving [either to act or
to be acted on], &e., ~0, by the mere conjunction of the
primal Soul, Nuture is changed into the principle [called]
the ¢ Great one,” [or Mind, (see § 61, ¢)].  And in this
alone consists [what we speak of as] its acting as ereafor
towards that which is superadded to it: such is the mean-
ing.*

Tud WTH HEIfeAT uftuAaRaiy-
grAgagTUfefa | aIE

' afe d@xega gEARfEdREEd qerd
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fueraw Hgmfagufﬂwa Afwaq
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¢. And thusit is declared, [in some one of the Purdnas']:
¢ As the iron acts, whilst the gem [the lodestone,] stands
void of volition, just so this world is created by a deity
who is mere Existence.  Thus it is, that there are, in the
Soul, both agency [scemingly,] and non-ageuey, [really].
Tt is not an agent, inasmuch as it is void of volition ;
[and it ] an agent, merely through approximation [to
Nature].”

d. In respect of worldly products, also, animal souls
overrule, merely through their approximation [to Nuture]:
so he declares [as follows]:#

fawaardsafy’ stamm 1 es o

- -~ « -
TAIFT AFAHTTARIU TR |
-~ =~ <
#a ¥ @Wrurfugeataay: o

1 The Translator’s authority for this attribution has not been
discovered. .
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In like monner, em-— Aph 97, In the case of individual
bodied souls do not ener-
guze. products, also, [the apparent agency]

of animal souls [is solcly through proximity].

’ 50 much

a. ‘ The agency is solely through proximity:
is supplied! [from § 96].

b. The meaning is this, that, in the case, also, of par-
ticular productions,—the creation, &e.,of things individual
[as contradistinguished from that of all things in the
lump, (sce Vedinta-sira, §67)],—animal souls,i.c.,souls in
which the intellects [of individuals] reflect themselves |sce
§99. a.], overrule, merely through proximity, but not
through any cffort; secing that these [animal souls] are
none other than the motionless Thought.*

¢. But then, [some one may say], i there were no eternal
and omuiscient ¢Lord,” through the doubt of a blind
tradition, [in the absence of an intelligently effective
guardianship], the Vedus would ceasc to be an authority ;
[a possibility which, of course, cannot be entertained for
an instant]. To this he replies :*

' wfirgrga efquraREwTEaa |

* favtwardy wfeqenfesata siamr-
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feseuargAmTRATTE™: 1 et 1

Aph. 98. The declaration of the

IHow the Vedas need  texts or sense [of the Veda, by Brahmd,

f',‘,'.f,t,ﬁc,,“',‘,::‘"l toauthen-—— g4 example], since /e knows the truth,
[is authorative evidence].

a. To complete [the aphorism, we must say], “since
Hivanyagarbha [i.e., Brakma,] and others [viz., Vishnu
and Niva], are knowers of what is certain, i.c., of what is
true, the declaration of the texts or sense of the Vedas,
where these are the speakers, s evidence! [altogether
indisputuble].

0. But then, if Soul, by its simple proximity [to Nature
(§ 96)], is an overruler in a secondury sense [only of the
term,—as the magnet may be said, in a secondary sense, to
draw the iron, while the convietion iy entertained, that,
actually and literally, the iron draws the magnet],—
who is the primary [or actual,] overruler ? In reference to
this, he says:*

' fermrmirdt faseum auge A1
TATAERA ARATMIETRT:  HATAfAfd
T 0
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RO TG FARTATRIL eI
|qR el

Aph.99. Theinternal organ, through

It és w the slape of  its being enlightened thereby [i.e., by
the wternal organ, that 8 . W .

Natare affects Soul. Soul], is the overruler; as is the iron,

[in respect of the magnet].

a. The internal organ, i.e., the understanding, is the
overruler, through its faneying itself to be Soul, [as it does
fancy,] by reason of its being enlightened by the Soul,
through its happening to reflect itself in [and contemplate
itself in,] Soul; just as the iron,” that is to say, as the
attracting iron, though inactive, draws [the magnet], in
consequence of [its] mere proximity,” [and so acquires
magnetism by magnetic induction].

b. He [now, having discussed the evidence that consists
in direct perception,] states the definition of inference®
(anumdna) :

1 Aniruddha has ng’m‘sa:m’(mm, prefixing to ‘the

internal organ’ the synonymous * the Gieat One.” Id.

-
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o1
wfraae’ afaaesrasagara 1 qo0 1

Aph.100. The knowledge of the con-
neeted [e.g., fire], through perception
of the connexion [c.g., of fire with smoke], is inference.

Inference difined.

a. That is to say : inference [or conviction of a general
truth,] is [a kind of] evidence consisting in a [mental]
modification, [which is none other than] the knowledge
of the connected, 1. ¢., of the constant accompanier, through
the knowledge of the constant accompaniment: by ¢con-
nexion’ (pratibandha) here being meant ¢ constant at-
tendedness ’ (eypti) ; and through the perception thereof
[it being that the mind has possession of any general
principle].

b. But a conclusion (annmiti) is knowledge of the soul ;3
[whilst an Infcrence, so fur forth as it is an instrument in
the establishment of knowledge deducible from it, is an
affection of the internul organ, or understanding (sce

§87. ¢.)]

c. Ie [next] defines testimony * (subda) :

! qf‘aqggw: is the reading of Nigeda and of Veddnti
Mahddeva, Lod.

*wfqast anfregm snfeqrammfa-
TN ATFE T JARUATATH HATT-
faga:
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HIRTYST: WL |l 909 N

Aph. 101, Testimony [such us is
entitled to the name of cvidence,] is a
declaration by one worthy [to be believed].

Valid testamony defined.

a. Here ‘fitness’ means ‘suitublencss;’ and so the
evidence which is called ¢ Testimony ” is the knowledge
arising from a suitable declaration: such is the meaning.
And [while this belongs to the understanding, or internal
organ (see § 100. 4.)] the result is that {knowledge] in the
Soul, [which i3 called] “knowledge by hearing”! (Subda-
bodha).

b. He [next] volunteers to tell us what is the use of his
setting forth {the various divisions of] evidence :*

svafafs: mATErEgue: 1 902 0

Aph. 102. Since the establishment
Why the kindsof Evi- - of [the existence of] both [soul and
dence have been here sel . ..
Jorth, non-soul] is by means of evidence, the
declaration thereof [i.e., of the kinds of
evidence, has been here made].

a. Tt is only by means of evidence that both Soul and
non-soul ure established us being distinet, {the one from the

" nfRe qrEar 9w 9 u9ra IRw-
W ¥ T AAAIE: | B 9
QA - - \
WREY: WA = )
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other] : therefore has this, viz., evidence, been here de-
clared : such is the meaning.!

b. Among these [several kinds of proof], he[now] describes
that one by which, especially, viz., by a proof which is
one kind of inference, Nature and Soul are here to be
established discriminatively :*

qrATEAT TeTRTAfafEs’ 1 qo3

The earstence of Soul Aph. 103, The establishment of both
and Nuture argued from . . .
by, [Nature and Soul] is by analogy.

a. [Analogy (sduuinyato drishia) is that kind of evidence
which is employed in the case| where, by the force [as an
argument, ] which the residence of any property in the sub-
Ject derives from a knowledge of its being constantly
accompanied [by something which it may thercfore be-
token], when we have liad recourse to [as the means of
determining this constant accompaniment,] what is, for
mstance, generically of a pereeptible kind, [where, under
such circumstances, we repeat, | anything of a different kind,
L.e., not cognizable by the senses, is established ; as when,

' AT ATAaEw fafy: uen-
WRA HAfd | VAT TATTRTILT: Fa
TIY: |
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3 My MS. of Niigesa has ‘gmﬁﬂf% Ed.
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for example, having apprehended a constant accompani-
ment, [e.g., that an act implies an instrument], by taking
into consideration such instruments as axes, &c., which are
of earthy and other kinds, a quite heterogencous, imper-
ceptible, instrument of kuowledye, viz., [the instrument
named] Sense, is established [or inferred to exist]; such is
what we mean by Analogy; and it iy by ths [species of
inference], that both, [viz.,| Nature and Soul, ure proved [to
exist]: such is the meaning.!

4. Of these {viz., Nature and Soul,] the argument from
analogy for [the existence of] Nature is as follows: the
Great Principle [viz., Understanding (sce §61.¢)] is
formed out of the things [called| Pleasure, Pain, and
Delusion, [to the aggregate of which three in cquipoise
see §61) the name of Nature is given]; beeause, whilst it
is [undeniably, | a production, it has the characters of Plea-
sure, Pain, and Delusion 5 just as a bracelet, or the hke,
formed of gold, or the like,* [has the characteristic pro-

' 3 GTARINA: UARICATdIa|Ie g -
faagraeyAdqasa afsATdaIsHaR:
feafa am ofedfimrfesidld ggrofes-
TwaTerm anfs Eten afeFdtawnatfey
Tasufafed e fq ammAmadr g¥
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perties of the gold, or the like, and is thereby known to
have been formed out of gold, or the like].

c. But, [as regards the argument from analogy, in proof
of the existence] of Soul, [it is, as stated before, under § 66,
to the tollowmg effect]: Nature is for the sake of another ;
because it is something that acts as a combination ; as a
house, for instance, [which is a combination of various
parts combined for the benefit of the tenant]. In this
instance, having gathered, in regard to houses, &e., the
fact established on sense-perception, that they exist for the
sake of [organized] bodies, for example, something of a
different kind therefrom, [i.e., from Nuture, viz.], Soul,
is inferred [by analogy,] as something other than Nature,
&e., [which, as being a compound thing, is not designed
for itselt]: such is the meaning.!

d. But then [some one may say], since Nature is eternal,
and exertion is habitual to her, [und the result of her
action is the bondage of the Soul], there should constantly
be experience [whether of pleasure or of pain], and, henee,
no such thing as thorough emancipation. To this he
replies :*
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o Aph. 104. Experience [whether of
When it is that ex- . . .
perience ceases, pain or pleasure,] ends with [the dis-

cernment of] Thought, [or Soul, us
contradistinguished from Nature].

a. By ‘Thought’ [we mean] Soul. Experience [whether
of pain or plmqm(‘ ] ceases, on the discerning thereof. As
‘antecedent non-existence,” though devoid ot a beginning,
[see Tuarka-sangraha, § 92], surceases [when the thing
antecedently non-existent begins to be], so, eternal Nature
[eternal, as regards the absence of uny beginning,] con-
tinues [no further than] till the discernment of the diffe-
rence [between Nature and Soul]; so that experience
whether of pain or pleasure,] does rof at all times occur:
such is the state of the case.!

b. [l’mt some one say], il Nature be agent, and Soul
experiencer, then it must follow [which scems unreason-
able,] that another is the experiencer of [the results of]
the acts done by one different.  To this he replies :*
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Aph. 105, The experience of the
fruit may belong even to another than
the agent; as in the case of food, &e.

The frurl of the action
3 not always the ayent's.
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128 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS.

a. As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &c.,
and to one who was not the agent, viz., the master, to
enjoy the fruit [thereof, i. ¢., the fruit of the cook’s actions],
50 is the case here, also.!

b. Having stated an exoteric principle [which may serve,
in practice, to silerce, by the arqgumentum ad hominem, him
on whose principles it may be valid], he [next] declares
his own doctrine,* [in regard to the doubt started under
§104.4.]:
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Aph. 106, Or, [to give a better ac-
m}l‘"ﬂ“ﬂ’g‘l::;ﬁf.’:;',f‘;:'“':: count of'.lhe matter than Lhup gi-vm) in
anerior. § 105], since it is from non-discrimina-

tion that it is derived, the notion that
the agent [soul being mistaken for an agent,] has the frut
[of the act is u wrong notion].

a. The soul is neither an agent nor a patient ; but, from
the fact that the Great Principle [the actual agent (sce
§97.5.)] is refleeted in i, there arises the conceif of its
being an agent. Or, since it is {from non-discrimination ;'
that is to say, because it i3 from the failure to diseriminate
between Nature and Soul, that this takes place, i.c., that
coneeit takes place, that it is the agent that experiences
the fruit;® [whereas the actual agent is Nature, which, being
unintelligent, can experience neither pain nor pleasure].
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